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Amendment to National Oil and
Hazardous Substance Contingency
Plan; National Priorities List

AGENCY: Environmental Protection
Agency.

ACTION: Final rule.

SUMMARY: The Environmental Protection
Agency ("EPA") is amending the
National Oil and Hazardous Substances
Contingency Plan (“NCP"'), which was
promulgated on July 16, 1982, pursuant
to section 105 of the Comprehensive
Environmental Response,
Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980
(“CERCLA") and Executive Order 12318.
This amendment supplements the NCP
with the National Priorities List (“NPL"),
which will become Appendix B of the
NCP. CERCLA requires that the NCP
include a list of national priorities

-among the known releases or threatened

releases of hazardous substances,
pollutants, and contaminants throughout
the United States, and that the list be
revised at least annually. The NPL
constitutes- this list.

DATES: The promulgation date for this
amendment to the NCP shall be
September 8, 1983. Under section 305 of
CERCLA, amendments to the NCP *

- cannot take effect until Congress has

had at least 60 “"calendar days of
continuous session” from.the date of
promulgation in which to review the

- .amended Plan. Since the actual length of .

this review period may be affected by
Congressional action, it is not possible
at this time to specify a date on which
the NPL will become effective.
Therefore, EPA will publish a Federal
Register notice at the end of the review
period announcing the effective date of
this NPL. EPA notes, however, that the
legal effect of a Congressional veto
pursuant to section 305 has been placed
in question by the recent decision.
Immigration and Naturalization Service
v. Chadha, — U.S. ——, (Docket No.
80-1832, decided June 23, 1983).
Nenetheless, the Agency has decided, as
a matter of policy, to submit the NPL for
Congressional review.

ADDRESSES: The public docket for the
NCP will contain Hazard Ranking
System (HRS) score sheets for all sites
on the NPL, as well as a
“Documentation Record" for each site,

- describing the information used to
- compute the scores. The main docket is

located in Room S325 of Waterside Mali

directed to EPA at the above address.
The EPA Regional Offices maintain
dockets concerning the sites located in
their Regions. Addresses for the
Regional Office dockets are:

Jennifer Arns, Region ], U.S. EPA
Library, John F. Kennedy Federal
Bldg., Boston, MA 02203, 617/223-5781

Audrey Thomas, Region II, U.S. EPA
Library, 26 Federal Plaza, 10th Floor,
New York, NY 10278, 212/264-2881

Diane McCreary, Region III, U.S. EPA
Library, Curtis Building, 6th & Walnut
Streets, Philadelphia, PA 19108, 215/
597-0580 .

Carolyn Mitchell, Region IV, U.S. EPA
Library, 345 Courtland Street NE,
Atlanta, GA 30365, 404/257-4218

Lou Tilly, Region V, U.S, EPA Library,
230 South Dearborn Street, Chicago, IL
60604, 512/353-2022

Nita House, Region VI, U.S. EPA -
Library, First International Building,
1201 Elm Street, Dallas, TX 75270,
214/767-7341

Connie McKenzie, Region VII, U.S. EPA
Library, 324 East 11th Street, Kansas
City, MO 64106, 816/374-3497

Delores Eddy, Region VIII, U.S. EPA
Library, 1860 Lincoln Street, Denver,
CO 80295, 303/837-2560 ’

Jean Circiello, Region IX, U.S. EPA
Library, 215 Freemont Street, San .
Francisco, CA 84105, 415/974-8076

Julie Sears, Region X, U.S. EPA Library,
1200 8th Avenue, Seattle, WA 88101,
206/442-1289,

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:

Stephen M. Caldwell, Hazardous Site

Control Division, Office of Emergency

and Remedial Response (WH-548-E),

Environimental Protectioin Agency, 401

M Street SW, Washington, D.C. 20460,

Phone (800) 424-8348 or 382-3000 in the

Washington, D.C., metropolitan area).
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Pursuant to section 105 of the
Comprehensive Environmental
Response, Compensation, and Liability
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. AGENCY : 20460 and is available for viewing from  (“CERCLA" or “the Act”), and Executive

8:00 a.m. to 4:00 p.m., Monday through - Order 12316 (46 FR 42237, August 20,

40 CFR Part 300 Friday, excluding holidays. Requests for  1981), the Environmental Protection
[SWER-FRL 2421-1] copies of these documents should be Agency (“EPA" or “the Agency”)

promulgated the revised National
Contingency Plan (“NCP"}, 40 CFR Part
300, on July 186, 1882 (47 FR 31180). Those
amendments to the NCP implement the
new responsibilities and authorities
created by CERCLA to respond to
releases and threatened releases of
hazardous substances, poliutants, and
contaminants.

Section 105(8)(A) of CERCLA requires
that the NCP include criteria for
determining priorities among releases or
threatened releases throughout the
United States for the purpose of taking
remedial action and, to the extent
practicable taking into account the
potential urgency of such action, for the
purpose of taking removal action.
Removal action involves cleanup or
other actions that are taken in response
to emergency conditions or on a short-
term or temporary basis (CERCLA
Section 101(23)}). Remedial action tends
to be long-term in nature and involves
response actions which are consistent
with permanent remedy for a release
(CERCLA Section 101(24)). Criteria for
determining priorities are included in
the Hazard Ranking System (“HRS"),
which EPA promuigated as Appendix Ay
of the NCP (47 FR 31219, July 186, 1082).

Section 105(8)(B) of CERCLA requires
that these criteria be used to prepare a
list of national priorities among the . .

_ known releases or threatened releases . .

throughout the United States, and that to _

the extent practicable at ieast 400 sites
be designated individually. EPA has

included releases on the NPL where -
" CERCLA authorizes Federal response to

the release. Under section 104(a) of
CERCLA, this response authority is
quite broad and extends to releases or
threatened releases not only of
designated hazardous substances. but of
any “pollutant or contaminant” which

" presents an imminent and substantial
danger to the public health or welfare.
CERCLA requires that this National
Priorities List {“NPL") be included as
part of the NCP. Today, the Agency is
amending the NCP by adding the NPL as
Appendix B. The discussion below may
refer to “releases or threatened
releases” simply as “'releases,”
“facilities,” or “sites.”.

IL. Purpose of the NPL

The primary purpose of the NPL is
stated in the legislative history of
CERCLA (Report of the Committee on
Environment and Public Works. Senate
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Report No. 96-848, 96th Cong., 2d. Sess.
60 (1980)):

The priority lists serve primarily
informational purposes, identifying for the
States and the public those facilities and sites
or other releases which appear to warrant
remedial actions. Inclusion of a facility or site
on the list does not in itself reflect a judgment
of the activities of its owner or operator. it
does not require those persons to undertake
any action. nor does it assign liability to any
person. Subsequent government action in the
form of remedial actions or enforcement
actions will be necessary in order to do s0,
and these actions will be attended by all
appropriate procedural safeguards.

The purpose of the NPL, therefore, is
primarily to serve as an informational
tool for use by EPA in identifying sites
that appear to present a significant risk
to public health or the environment. The
initial identification of a site in the NPL
is intended primarily to guide EPA in
determining which sites warrant further
investigation designed to assess the
nature and extent of the public health
and environmental risks associated with
the site and to determine what response
action, if any, may be appropriate.
Inclusion of a site on the NPL does not
establish that EPA necessarily will
undertake response actions. Moreover,
listing does not require any action of
any private party, nor does it determine
the liability of any party for the cost of
cleanup at the site

In addition, although the HRS scores
used to place sites on the NPL may be
helpful to the Agency in determining
priorities for cleanup and other response

- activities among sites on the NPL, EPA

does not rely on the scores as the sole
means of determining such priorities, as
discussed below. Neither can the HRS
itself determine the appropriate remedy
for a site. The information collected to
develop HRS scores to choose sites for
the NPL is not sufficient in itself to
determine the appropriate remedy for a
particular site. After a site has been
included on the NPL, EPA generally will

.rely on further, more detailed studies

conducted at the site to determine what
response. if any, is appropriate.
Decisions on the type and extent of
action to be taken at these sites are
made in accordance with the criteria
contained in Subpart F of the NCP. After
conducting these additional studies EPA
may conclude that it is not feasible to
conduct response action at some sites
on the NPL because of more pressing
needs at other sites. Given the limited
resources available in the Hazardous
Substance Response Fund, the Agency
must carefully balance the relative

needs for response at the numerous sites

it has studied. It is also possible that
EPA will conclude after further analysis

that no action is needed at the site
because the site does not present a
problem.’

II1. Implementation

EPA's policy is to pursue cleanup of
hazardous waste sites using all
appropriate response and/or
enforcement actions which are available
to the Agency. Publication of sites on
the final NPL will serve as notice to any
potentially responsible party that the
Agency may initiate Fund-financed .
response action. The Agency will decide
on a site-by-site basis whether to take
enforcement action or to proceed
directly with Fund-financed response
actions and seek recovery of response
costs after cleanup. To the extent
feasible, once sites are listed on the NPL
EPA will determine high priority '
candidates for Fund-financed response
action and enforcement action through
State or Federal initiative. The
determinations will take into account
consideration of which approach is more
likely to accomplish cleanup of the site
while using the Fund's limited resources
as efficiently as possible.

In many situations, it is difficult to
determine whether private party
response through enforcement measures
or Fund-financed response and cost
recovery will be the more effective
approach in securing site cleanup until
studies have been completed indicating
the extent of the problem and
alternative response.actions.
Accordingly, the Agency plans to
proceed with remedial investigations
and feasibility studies at sites as quickly
as possible. (See the NCP, 40 CFR 300.68,
and the preamble, 47 FR 31180, July-16,
1982, for a more detailed discussion of
remedial investigations and feasibility
studies.)

Funding of response actions for sites
will not necessarily take place in order
of the sites' ranking on the NPL. EPA
does intend in most cases to set
priorities for remedial investigations and
feasibility studies largely on the basis of
HRS scores and the States’ priorities
simply because at this early stage these
may be the only sources of information
regarding the risk presented by a site.
Funding for the design and construction
of remedial measures is less likely,
however, to occur in order of HRS score.
State assurance that cost sharing and
other State responsibilities will be met
are prerequisites for construction of
remedial measures. Taking those factors
into account, priorities for design and
construction will be based on impacts
on public health and the environment, -
as indicated by the HRS scores and
other available information, and on a

case-by-case evaluation of economic,

engineering, and environmental
considerations.

The NPL does not determine priorities
for removal actions; EPA may take
removal actions at any site, whether
listed or not, that meets the criteria of
sections 300.65-87 of the NCP. Likewise,
EPA may take enforcement actions
under applicable statutes against
responsible partied regardless of
whether the site is listed on the NPL.

IV. Process for Establishing the NPL

Section 105(8) of CERCLA
contemplates that the bulk of the initial
identification of sites for the NPL will be
done by the States according to EPA
criteria, although EPA also has
independent authority to consider sites
for listing. For that reason, most of the
sites on the NPL were evaluated by the
States in accordance with the HRS and
submitted to EPA. In some cases,
however, EPA Regional Offices also
scored sites using the HRS. For all sites
considered, EPA reviewed the HRS
evaluations and conducted quality
agsurance audits on a sample of the
sites submitted for the NPL. The purpose
of these audits was to ensure accuracy
and consistency in HRS scoring among
the various EPA and States offices.

On December 30, 1982, the proposed
list of 418 sites was published in the
Federal Register. The 418 sites consisted
of any site specifically designated by a
State as its top priority, and all gites .
receiving HRS scores of 28.50 or higher.
This cutoff score was selected because
it would yield an initial NPL of at least
400 sites as suggested by CERCLA, not
because of any determination that it
represented a threshold in the
significance of the risks presented by
sites. On March 4, 1983, the Agency also
proposed to include the Times Beach,
Missouri, site on the NPL, and has
considered comments on that site along
with those for the other 418 sites. Based
on the comments received on the
proposed sites, as well as further .
investigation by EPA and the States,
EPA recalculated the HRS scores for
individual sites where appropriate.
EPA’s response to public comments, and
an explanation of any score changes
made as a result of such comments, are
addressed on the NPL in the “Support
Document for the National Priorities
List." This document is available in the
EPA docksts in Washington, D.C. and
the Regional Offices.

Some commenters stated that certain
specific sites that EPA did not consider -
in developing the proposed NPL merit
inclusion on the NPL. In most such cases
EPA did not have sufficient data to
score the sites using the HRS. EPA and
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the States are in the process of
investigating and evaluating those sites.
and will propose to include any sites
that meet EPA's criteria for listing on the
NPL in future updates. In addition, some
commenters submitted comments or
information supporting the inclusion of
sites that EPA had evaluated according
to the HRS but had not proposed
because the sites scored too low. The
Agency is considering those comments.
and where new information results in
raising the HRS score of a site over
28.50, will propose to include the site on
the NPL in a future update.

The Agency considered accepting
further comment on the final NPL sites
‘for a second 80 day period following
proposal of the first NPL update. This
option was considered in order to be as
responsive as possible to the concerns
of a few commenters who had requested
extensions of the original comment

period. In fact. in an exercise of its
discretion, EPA was able to consider
practically all late comments, and
believes that this more than adequately
accommodated the concerns of the few
commenters who had requested more
time. Accordingly, EPA has determined
that the NPL can now be published in
final form and that a second opportunity
for comment is not necessary.

* V. Contents of the NPL

As noted above, CERCLA requires
that the NPL include, if practicable, at
least 400 sites. The NPL established
today contains 406 individual entries.
The December proposal was based on a
minimum HRS score of 28.50, and EPA is
continuing to use the same minimum
score as the basis for including sites on

- the final NPL. Each entry on the NPL,

contains the name of the facility, the
State and city or county in which it is
located, and the corresponding EPA
Region. For informational purposes,
each entry on the NPL is accompanied
by a notation on the current status of
response and enforcement activities at
thersite, as described more fully below.

The sites on the NPL are listed in
order of their HRS scores (except where
EPA modified the order to reflect top
priorities designated by States, as
discussed in the following paragraph).
The list is presented in groups of 50
sites. EPA has grouped the sites in this
manner to emphasize the fact that minor
differences in HRS scores do not
necessarily represent significantly
different levels of risk. Within these
groups EPA will consider the sites to
have approximately the same priority
for response actions.

Section 105(8)(B) of CERCLA requires
that, to the extent practicable, the NPL
include within the 100 highest priorities

at least one facility designated by each
State as representing the greatest danger
to public health, welfare, or the
environment among known facilities in
the State. For that reason, EPA included
within the 100 highest priority sites each
site designated by a State as its top
priority. The Agency did not require
States to rely exclusively on the HRS in
designating their top priority sites, and
certain of the sites designated by the
States as their top priority were not
among the one hundred highest sites
accordingly to HRS score. These lower
scoring State priority sites are listed at
the bottom of the group of 100 highest
priority sites. All top priority sites
designated by States are indicated by
asterisks.

One commenter said that the HRS
scores do not represent levels of risk
with sufficient precision to allow the
Agency to array sites on the NPL
sequentially by score. The commenter
contended that EPA could not properly
distinguish on the basis of score ‘
between the risks posed by two sites
whose HRS scores differed only slightly.
This commenter recommended,
therefore, that EPA list sites on the NPL
in twa groups: The first group would
consist of the top 100 sites, while the
second would be comprised of all the
remaining sites. Both groups would be
organized alphabetically by EPA Region.

EPA has decided to list sites
sequentially by score because it wants
the presentation of the NPL to be simple
and easily understood, and because it
believes that, at a minimum, large

differences in HRS scores between sites

can be a meaningful indicator of
different levels of risk. Based on its
experience with the Interim Priorities
List, which was prepared before the

_formal NPL process began, as well as

with the proposed NPL, EPA has found
that the public wants to know the
relative HRS scores of sites. As EPA
discovered with the Interim Priorities
List, when sites are listed alphabetically

- or by some other non-sequential manner

the public is still likely to assumé that
the sites presented high on the list are
those presenting the greatest risk to
public health. Thus, listing sites other
than by scores could result in confusion.

Even if the Agency were to list sites
on the NPL on a non-sequential basis,
public concern aboat the relative scores
could soon cause the media or membera
of the public to obtain the HRS scores
and compile a list presented
sequentially by score. A large number of
people requesting copies of the proposed
NPL list preferred to receive the list

_presented sequentially by score.

While EPA agrees that the HRS
scoring system is not so precise as to

. following,

accurately distinguish between the risks
presented by two sites whose scores are
very close, it was not designed to do so
and the Agency has not relied upon it on
that basis. The HRS had to be designed
for application to a wide variety of sites
and to sites where expensive, detailed
data on all relevant characteristics are
not available; consequently, the HRS
can only roughly approximate the risk
presented by the various sites. For that
reason, presenting the NPL sites _
sequentially by score simply reports the
numerical results of applying this
system for approximating risk and does
not represent a determination by EPA
that any particular site on the NPL
necessarily presents a greater risk than
all sites listed below or a lesser risk
than all sites listed above. EPA is
confident, however, that the HRS is an
effective tool for approximating risk and
that differences of more than a few
points in score generally are meaningful
in discriminating between sites. For this
reason also, therefore, EPA has chosen
to list sites sequentially by score to
avoid the misapprehension that all sites
on the list present an equivalent level of
risk even when separated by twenty or
thirty points in score. :

‘EPA will continue, whenever possible.
to accompany the presentation of the
NPL with the caveat that minor - -
differences in score may not be
meaningful, and that therefore a given
site may not necessarily be “worge”
than the site or sites immediately

Another commenter recommended
establishing a dual list, so that the
second list could indicate those sites at
which substantial progress in cleanup is
being made. The Agency believes that

. the effort involved in establishing a

second list would not be justified. In
order to develop a dual list the Agency

_ would have to determine what

constitutes “substantial progress” and
develop the criteria for making such a
determination. This would also require
EPA to conduct extensive engineering
and evironmental studies of all sites at
which cleanup is being done before each
publication or update of the NPL. In
addition, such a list could result in
undue emphasis on partial solutions
being implemented at a site rather than
on the completion of cleanup to

_ minimize the risks to the public and the

environment. Rather than taking the
resource-intensive approach suggested,
EPA has included-in the NPL a notation
for each site that summarizes the status
of action at the site, based on simple,
easily verifiable criteria. Where private
parties are taking response actions
pursuant to a formal agreement with
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EPA, the status of the site is described
by notation as “Voluntary or Negotiated
Response.” EPA also intends to delete
sites from the NPL when cleanup has
been completed. -

The Agency has included in the NPL
for informational purposes several such
categories of notation reflecting the
current status of response and
enforcement actions at sites. It should
be noted that these notations are based
on the Agency’s most current
information. Because a site's status may
change periodically, these notations
may become outdated. Site status will
be noted in the following categories:
Voluntary or Negotiated Response (V};
Federal and State Response {R); Federal
or State Enforcement (E); and Actions to
be Determined (D). Each category is
explained below.

Voluntary or Negotiated Response.
Sites are included in this category if
private parties are taking response
actions pursuant to a consent order or
agreement to which EPA is a party.
Voluntary or negotiated cleanup may
include actions taken pursuant to
consent orders reached after EPA has

- commenced an enforcement action. This

category of response may include
remedial investigations, feasibility
studies, and other preliminary work, as
well as actual cleanup.

Several commenters were concerned
that this category did not adequately
reflect voluntary response efforts
undertaken without formal agreements
with EPA. However, EPA studies have
shown that many of the response
actions undertaken by private parties
outside the sanction of EPA consent
agreements have not been successful.
Furthermore, some private parties have
represented routine maintenance or
waste management activities as
response actions, thereby leading to the
conclusion that only after a thorough
technical review can the Agency
describe actions by private parties as
“responses’’. Thus, EPA believes that to
describe actions taken outside consent
orders as “response” would in many
instances be misleading to the public as
EPA cannot assure the public that the
actions are appropriate, adequate,
consistent with the NCP, and are being
fully implemented. Therefore, the
Agency encourages any responsible
parties who are undertaking voluntary
response actions at NPL sites to contact
the Agency to negotiate consent
agreements.

This is not intended to preclude
responsible parties from taking

_ voluntary response actions outside of a

consent agreement. However, in order
for the site to be deleted or to be noted
in the voluntary or negotiated response

category, EPA must still sanction the
completed cleanup. If the remedial
action is not fully implemented or is not
consistent with the NCP, the responsible
party may be subject to an enforcement
action. Therefore, most responsible
parties may find it in their best interest
to negotiate a consent agreement.

Federal and State Response. The
Federal ‘and State Response category
includes sites at which EPA or State
agencies have commenced or completed
removal or remedial actions under
CERCLA, including remedial
investigations and feasibility studies
(see NCP, § 300.68 (f}-(i), 47 FR 31217,
July 16, 1982). For purposes of this
categorization. EPA considers the
response action to have commenced
when EPA has obligated funds. For
some of the sites in this category EPA
may follow remedial investigations and
feasibility studies with enforcement -
actions, at which time the site status
would change to “Federal or State
Enforcement.” !

Federal or State Enforcement. This
category includes sites where the United
States or the State has filed a civil
complaint or issued an administrative
order. It also includes sites at which a
Federal or State court has mandated
some form of non-consensual response
action following a judicial proceeding. It
may not, however, include all sites at
which preliminary enforcement
activities are underway. A number of
sites on the NPL are the subject of
enforcement investigation or have been
formally referred to the Department of
Justice for enforcement action. EPA's
policy is not to release information
concerning a possible enforcement
action until a lawsuit has been filed.
Accordingly, these sites have not been
included in the enforcement category.

Actions To Be Determined. This
category includes all sites not listed in
any other category. A wide range of
activities may be in progress for sites in
this category. The Agency may be
considering whether to undertake
response action, or may be conducting
an enforcement investigation. EPA may
have referred a case involving the site to
the Department of Justice, prior to
formal commencement of enforcement
action. Investigations may be underway
or needed to determine the source of a
release in areas adjacent to or near a
Federal facility. Responsible parties
may be undertaking cleanup operations
that are not covered by consent orders,
or corrective action may not be
occurring yet.

V1. Eligibility _
CERCLA restricis EPA's authority to
respond to the release of certain

substances into the environment, and
explicitly excludes some substances
from the definition of release. In
addition, as a matter of policy, EPA may
choose not to respond to certain types of
releases under CERCLA because
existing regulatory or other authority
under other Federal statutes provides
for an appropriate response. Where
these other authorities exist, and the
Federal government can undertake or
enforce-cleanup pursuant to a particular,
proven program, listing on the NPL to
determine the priority or need for
response under CERCLA does not
appear to be appropriate. EPA has
therefore chosen not to consider certain
types of sites for inclusion on the NPL
even though authority to respond to
them may exist under CERCLA. If,
however, the Agency later determines
that sites which it has not listed as a
matter of policy are not being properly
responded to, the Agency will consider
listing those sites on the NPL.

This section discusses the comments
received on these categories of releases
and the Agency's decision on how to
address them on the NPL.

Releases of Radioactive Materials

Section 101(22) of CERCLA excludes
several types of releases of radioactive
materials from the statutory definition of
“release.” These releases are therefore
not eligible for CERCLA resposse
actions or inclusion on the The
exclusions apply to 1) releases.of
source, by-product or special nuclear
material from a nuclear incident if these
releases are subject to financial
protection requirements under section
170 of the Atomic Energy Act, and 2)
any release of source, by-product or
special nuclear material from any
processing site designated under the
Uranium Mill Tailings Radiation Control
Act of 1978. Accordingly, such
radioactive releases have not been
considered eligible for inclusion on the
NPL. As a policy matter, EPA has also
chosen not to list releases of source, by- -
product, or special nuclear material from
any facility with a current license issued
by the Nuclear Regulatory Commission
(NRC), on the grounds that the NRC has
full authority to require cleanup of
releases from such facilities. (Formerly
licensed facilities whose licenses no
longer are in effect will, however, be
considered for listing.) Comments
generally supported the position.

Some commenters said that EPA
should also not list facilities that hold a
current license issued by a State
pursuant to a delegation of authority
from the NRC pursuant to section 274 of
the Atomic Energy Act (42 U.S.C. 2021).-
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EPA has decided. however, that its
policy of excluding licensed facilities
from the list should extend only to those
facilities over which the Federal agency,
the NRC, has direct control. When a
facility is licensed by a State pursuant to
an NRC delegation, the NRC has no
authority, short of withdrawing the
delegation itself, to enforce conditions of
the license or determine that new
conditions are necessary. EPA
recognizes that the licensing State may
be able toensure cleanup of any release
through the license, but has decided to .
list such sites on the NPL to provide
potential Federal authorities if
necessary. Since listing on the NPL in no
way determines whether actual cleanup
actions will be taken, EPA will be able
to defer to the licensing State whenever
the Agency determines that State efforts
are adequate to address the problem.

Some commenters stated that no sites
of radioactive releases should be
included on the NPL, for several
reasons. One point made was that other
Federal authorities, such as the Uranjum
Mill Tailings Radiation Control Act of
1978 {UMTRCA), provide adequate
authority to control releases from such
sites. With the exception of certain
specified sites (which EPA has not
considered for listing on the NPL),
however, UMTRCA addresses the
problem omly by inclusion of conditions
in facikity licenses and does not
authorize any direct response actions.
While UMTRCA may prove adequate in
some cases, EPA believes that CERCLA
provides sufficiently broader authorities
to warrant listing in anticipation of the
possibility that action under CERCLA
may prove necessary or appropriate at
some of these sites.

Another point made was that the HRS
does not accurately reflect the real
haza}d presented by radioactive sites
because the HRS scores releases of

‘radioactive material even when those

releases are within rddiation limits
established by the Nuclear Regulatory
Commission and by EPA pursuant to the
Atomic Energy Act. As explained above
in discussing the HRS approach to
scoring observed releases, this factor is
designed to reflect the likelihood that
substances can migrate from the site-
not that the particular release observed
is itself a hazard. In addition, EPA's
experience has been that some '
radioactive releases do exceed these
standards, confirming the premise of the
HRS that a current observed release in
low concentrations may be followed by

greater releases leading to higher
concentrations.

Releases From Federal Facilities

CERCLA section 111(e)(3) prohibits
use of the Fund for remedial actions at
Federally owned facilities. In the
proposed NPL, EPA did not list any sites
where the release resulted solely from a
Federal facility, regardless of whether
contamination remained onsite or has
migrated offsite. EPA did, however,
consider eligible for inclusion on the
NPL sites where it was unclear whether
the Federal facility was the sole source
of contamination, on the grounds that if
it turned out that some other source
were also responsible EPA might be
authorized to respond. In these
situations, the offsite contaminated area
associated with this type of release was
considered eligible for inclusion. Sites
that are not currently owned by the
Federal Government were also
considered eligible for the NPL, even if
they were previously owned by the
Federal Government. Finally, non--
Federally owned sites where the Federal
Government may have contributed to a
release were also eligible for inclusion.

EPA chose not to list releases coming
solely from Federal facilities because of
the lack of EPA response authority, and
because the responsibility for cleanup of
these sites rests with the responsible
Federal agency, pursuant to Executive
Order 12316 (46 FR 42237, Aug. 20. 1981).
EPA incorporated this position into the
NCP, at section 300.68(e)(2), 47 FR 31215
(July 16, 1982). However, a number of
commenters believed that Federal
facilities should be listed ormr the NPL
when the HRS score was sufficiently
high in order to focus public attention
and appropriate resources on the most
serious sites even though they are not
eligible for Fund-financed remedial
action. After consideration of this
comment, the Agency believes that it
may be appropriate to include Federal
facility sites on the NPL when they meet
the criteria for inclusion, and has
decided to propose a future amendment
to the NCP which would permit it to do
so. While it was not feasible to consider
Federal facilities for inclusion iri this
final NPL or in the first update, EPA
intends to begin considering Federal
facilities for inclusion on the NPL, and
expects to include qualifying sites in the
next feasible NPL update proposal.

EPA will develop working
relationships with Federal agencies on ~
the implementation of corrective actions
at Federal sites. whether on a future
version of the NPL or not. If the sites are
owned by the Department of Defense,
they will take the appropriate action, as
they have response authority under
Executive Order 12316. For sites owned
by other agencies, EPA will conduct the

remedial action with funding provided
by the agency that owns the site. In both
of these instances, the response action
must be in conformity with the NCP., just
as all response action performed by
private parties must be.

RCRA-Related Sites

Both CERCLA and the Resource
Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA)
contain authorities applicable to
hazardous waste facilities. These
authorities overlap for certain sites.
Accordingly, where a site consists of
regulated units of a RCRA facility
operating pursuant to a permit or interim
status, it will not be included on the NPL
but will instead be addressed under the
authorities of RCRA. The Land Disposal
Regulations under RCRA (40 CFR Parts
122, 260, 264, and 265) give EPA and the
States authority to control active sites
through a broad program which includes
monitoring, compliance inspections,
penalties for violations, and —
requirements for post closure plans and
financial responsibility. RCRA
regulations require a contingency.plan
for each facility. The regulations also
contain Groundwater Protection
Standards (40 CFR Part 264 Subpart F)
that cover detection monitoring,
compliance monitoring (if ground water
impacts are identified) and corrective |
action.

These monitoring and corrective
action standards apply to all “regulated
units” of RCRA facilities, i.e., any part of
the waste treatment, storage, or disposal
operation within the boundaries of the
facility that accepted waste after
January 26, 1983, the effective date of
the Land Disposal Regulations (47 FR
32349, July 28, 1882}. Even if the unit
ceases operation after this time, the unit -
is still required to be covered by &
permit and the monitoring and
corrective action requirements will be
enforced. Given this alternative
authority to ensure cleanup, regulated
units of RCRA facilities generally are
not included on the NPL. This is true not
only of sites subject to EPA-
administered hazardous waste programs
but also to sites in States that
administer programs approved by EPA.
Even in the latter instance, close Federal
control is ensured by the
comprehensiveness of the program
elements required of all State programs
coupled with EPA's authority to enforce
State program requirements directly if
the State fails to do so. Only if the
facility is abandoned and the RCRA

» corrective action requirements cannot

be enforced will EPA consider listing the
site on the NPL for possible response -
under CERCLA. EPA does, however,
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consider eligible for listing on the NPL
those RCRA facilities at which a
significant portion of the release
appears to come from “non-regulated
units” of the facility, that is, portions of
the facility that ceased operation prior -
to January 26. 1983.

Releases of Mining Wastes

Some commenters presented the view
that CERCLA does not authorize EPA to
respond to releases of mining wastes,
and that sites involving mining wastes
should not be included on the NPL. This
view is based on the interpretation that
mining wastes are not considered
hazardous substances under CERCLA.
CERCLA includes in its definition of -
hazardous substances materials that
constitute hazardous wastes under the
Resource Conservation and Recovery
Act (RCRA). In the 1980 amendments to
RCRA, the regulation of mining wastes
under Subtitle C of RCRA was
temporarily suspended and that
suspension is presently in effect. For
that reason, the commenters believe that
mining wastes should not be considered
hazardous substances under CERCLA.

EPA disagrees with the commenters’
interpretation. The Agency believes that
mining wastes can be considered
hazardous substances under CERCLA if
it meets any of the other statutory
criteria {e.g., if the material is also a
hazardous air pollutant listed under
section 112 of the Clean Air Act). More
importantly, however, EPA’s authority
to respond to mining waste releases,
and the Agency’s ability to list mining
waste sites on the NPL, does not depend
on whether mining wastes are
hazardous substances. Section 104({a)(1)

of CERCLA authorizes EPA to respond i

to releases of not only ‘hazardous
substances,” but also “any pollutant or
contaminant.” “Pollutant or
contaminant” is defined very broadly in
section 104(a)(2) to include essentially
any substance that may cause an
adverse effect on human health. EPA is
convinced that mining wastes can
satisfy these minimal criteria, that the
Agency therefore has the authority to
respond to releases of mining wastes,
and that listing of mining waste sites on
the NPL is appropriate.

Commenters also presented the view
that it is unclear whether CERCLA was
intended to address the type of waste
problem, characterized by low

‘concentrations and large volumes,
associated with mining waste. They
argued that the approach taken under
RCRA, of preparing a study of mining
wastes before determining whether
regulation of such wastes is appropriate,
should be adopted in the CERCLA
program as well. Commenters suggested

that as a policy matter, long term
permanent remedial actions could be
postponed and only removal actions
taken at such sites when emergency
conditions warrant.

As described above, however, the
response authorities of CERCLA are
very broad. As long as EPA has the
authority to respond, and no other
Federal statute provides authority
comparable to CERCLA, the Agency has
the obligation at least to evaluate the
precise extent of the risk and the
possible response actions at all sites
that upon preliminary investigation
appear to present a significant risk. EPA
should also remain free at least to
consider all types of response actions at
all sites in order to determine which is
the most appropriate and cost-effective,
and should not limit itself to considering
only removal actions at a particular
class of facilities. Inclusion of the NPL is
appropriate in order to begin the process
of determining how to address such
sites. Since inclusion on the’NPL does
not determine whether response actions
will be taken or what response is
appropriate, EPA is free to develop an
approach for responding to mining
waste sites that takes into account any
unique features of such sites.

Comments also presented the view

" that the HRS is not an appropriate tool

to estimate the risk to health and the
environment presented by mining waste
sites.

They pointed out that the HRS does
not consider concentration levels at the
point of impact, but rather the mere
presence of the substance in the
environment. As explained in Part VII
below, however, the purpose of scoring
for an observed release without taking
level.of concentration into account is -
simply to reflect the likelihood that the
subject substances will migrate into the
environment, which in the case of an
observed release is 100 percent. Future
releases, or even current releases for
which concentration data do not exist,
may raise the level of concentration to
the point that it presents a greater risk
than the release first observed. While
releases from mining waste sites may be
somewhat less likely than releases of
man-made chemical substances to ever
reach extremely high concentrations,
harmful concentrations can occur from
mining waste sites and the distinction is

- not sufficient to invalidate the HRS as

an appropriate model for scoring mining
waste sites.

Another comment was that the
locations of mining waste sites are °
generally rural, so that the only sizable
target population are far downstream.

~

The comment alleged that these -

populations are considered in the HRS -
scoring but in reality may never be
affected. This assumption, however, is
false. The HRS considers only those
persons living within a three mile radius
of the site as constituting the target
population. If a mining waste site has a
high score for this factor, it indicates
that degpite the fact that the locations-of
such sites typically are rural, this
particular site has a significant number
of people within three miles.

Indian Lands

EPA has always considered sites on
Indian lands to be eligible for inclusion
on the NPL. However, one.commenter
was concerned that some sites on Indian
lands may not have been included in the
State evaluation of NPL candidate sites
because Indian lands are not subject to
State jurisdiction. The Agency
recognizes that this may happen.
However, EPA Regional Offices may
also evaluate sites for inclusion on the
NPL. The Agency urges commenters to
submit information on any sites which
they feel may not have been evaluated
during preparation of the NPL for -
consideration in subsequent updates.

Non-Contiguous Facilities

Saction 104(d){4) of CERCLA
authorizes the Federal Government to
treat two or more non-contiguous
facilities as one for purposes of
response, if such facilities are
reasonably related on the basis of -
geography or on the basis of their
potential threat to public health,
welfare, or the environment. For
purposes of the NPL, however, EPA has
decided that in most cases such sites
should be scored and listed individually
because the HRS scores more accurately
reflect the hazards associated with a
site if the site is scored individually. In
other cases, however, the nature of the
operation that created the sites and the
nature of the probable appropriate
response may indicate that two non-
contiguous sites should be treated as
one for purposes of listing and EPA has
done so for some sites on the final NPL.

Factors relevant to such a
determination include whether the two
sites were part of the same operation. If
80, the substances deposited and the
means of disposal are likely to be
similar, which may imply that a single
strategy for cleanup is appropriate. In
addition, potentially responsible parties
would generally be the same for both
sites, indicating that enforcement or cost
recovery efforts could be very similar
for both sites. Another factor is whether
contamination from the two sites are
threatening the same ground water or
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surface water resource. Finally, EPA
will also consider the distance between
the non-contiguous sites and whether
the target population is essentially the
same or substantially overlapping for
both sites, bearing in mind that the HRS
uses the distance of three miles from the
site as the relevant distance for
determining target population.

Where the combination of these
factors indicates that two non-
contiguous locations should be
addressed as a single site, the locations
will be listed as a single site for
purposes of the NPL. While the nature of
the listing may be a guide to prospective
response actions. it is not determinative:
EPA may decide that response efforts,
after all. should be distinct and separate
for the two locations. Also, EPA may
decide to coordinate the response to
several sites listed separately on the
NPL into a single response action when
it appears more cost-effective to do so.

VIIL. Changes From the Proposed NPL

The Agency received a total of 343
comments on 217 of the sites listed on
the proposed NPL. General comments on
the NPL are addressed throughout this
preamble. Significant comments
regarding specific sites are addressed in
the Support Document for the National
Priorities List. previously cited. A
number of the site-specific comments
addressed similar igsues, and EPA's
approaches to those common issues are
presented in this section. .

A total of 144 HRS score changes have
resilted from the Agency's reviews of
comments and other information, and
_these are summarized in Table I. EPA
determined that a total of five sites that
had been proposed have HRS scores
below 28.50 and should not be included
on the NPL. For seven sites, the Agency
is still considering the comments
received concerning those sites and was
unable to reach a final decision on
listing in time for this publication. EPA
will continue to evaluate these sites and
make a final decision on them in a
future update to the NPL. In one
instance. where cleanup actions have
adequately addressed the problems,
EPA determined that a site should be
deleted from the proposal and not
included on the final NPL. In addition,
two States have revised their -
designations of top priorities. These
items are addressed below.

Waste Quantity. A number of
commenters said that the waste quantity
values assigned under the HRS were too
high. because EPA had included the
non-hazardous constituents of the

hazarfious substances in célculating the
quantity of waste located at the facility.
This issue was raised and resolved

when the Agency adopted the HRS. In
the preamble to that publication (47 FR
31190, July 16, 1982), EPA addressed the
rationale for including all constituents,
including the non-hazardous portions of
the materials, in the calculation of the
quantity of hazardous waste at a site.
Briefly stated, the rationale for the
Agency's approach is that detailed
information of the portion of the total
substances at a site that consist of
hazardous constituents is expensive to
determine. and therefore, because of the
need to use a consistent method of
evaluation of this factor at many sites”
nationwide, cannot be required as an
element necessary for HRS scoring. EPA
recognizes that most hazardous wastes
contain some fractions of non-hazardous
substances, and this fact was taken into
account when the rating scales for
waste quantity were established. In
most instances a very small amount of
the hazardous substances can have a
significant impact on public health,
welfare, or the environment. The .
Agency did not revise waste quantity
values in response to comments
presenting calculations that excluded
the non-hazardous constituents.

Consideration of Flow Gradients. In
some instances commenters maintained
that, based upon their conclusions
regarding prospective movement of
contaminants in ground waters, the
values assigned by EPA to population
served by ground water are too high.
The HRS, however, specifies that all the
population using the aquifer of concern
within a three mile radius of the facility
should be included in the calculations of
population served by ground water. The
Agency's approach is based on the
difficulty of predicting precisely the
movements of ground water;
furthermore, in establishing the rating
scales, the Agency took into account the
fact that most wells within the three
mile radius would not be affected. As
was the case with the waste quantity
issue, this issue was addressed and
resolved in adopting the HRS in July
1982. The rationale for the Agency's
approach is further addressed in the
preamble to the NCP (47 FR 31190-91,
July 16, 1982) and is equally applicable
now. :

Scoring on the Basis of Current
Conditions. Some commenters felt that
EPA should take current conditions into
account when scoring sites where
response actions have reduced the
hazards posed by the site. EPA scored
sites for inclusion in the NPL based on
the hazards that existed before any
response actions were initiated. This
policy was explained in the preamble to
the final revisions to the NCP (47 FR
31187, July 18, 1982). The Agency

explained that public agencies might

have been discouraged from taking early

response if such actions could lower the

HRS score and preverit a site from being
included on the NPL. This has turned out
to be the case, as at least one State and
some EPA Regional Offices have
actually sought reassurances prior to
taking emergency action at sites that a
site's HRS score would not be lowered
as a result of the response action.
Alternatively, some private parties
might have only taken action sufficient
to lower the score to the point that it
would not be listed on the NPL but
would not be completely cleaned up.
Those types of score manipulations
could be accomplished by such actions
as temporarily removing wells from
service to lower target scores, or
removing wastes from a site to lower
waste quantity scores while failing to
address contaminated ground waters, or
by remedying only air discharges where
ground or surface water contamination
also present a problem. Therefore, EPA
was and is concerned that scoring on
the basis of the latest conditions at a
site could encourage incomplete
solutions that might leave significant

-health threats unaddressed.

Even where the response actions
occurred before the listing process
began, EPA believes that these actions -
should not be considered when scoring
the site for the NPL. The ability of the
HRS to approximate risk at a given site
is based on a number of presumed
relationships between the various
factors considered in caiculating the ~
HRS scores. When partial response
actions are conducted, the validity of
these relationships for the purpose of
approximating the risk posed by a site
may be affected. For this reason, if the

_ site is rescored taking the response

actions into account, the drop in score
that may result might not reflect a
commensurate reduction in the level of
risk presented by a site.

For example. the factor of hazardous
waste quantity, when considered with
other factors that predict the toxicity of
the substances and the likelihood of

release, helps predict how extensive the

harm from a release can be. For a site
that has been in existence for some
time, however, hazardous substances
may already have begun migration
toward ground water or surface water. If
the hazardous materials on the surface
are then removed. and the site is scored
according to conditions existing after
removal, the site would be assigned a
negligible value for waste quantity, even
though substantial amounts of the
material may still be under the site and
a potential threat to the public health.



Federal Register / Vol. 48, No. 175 / Thursday, September 8, 1983 / Rules and Regulations 48665

e

Another example is where some of the
original population at risk has been
provided with alternative drinking water
supplies. In such a case, the population
at risk factor might be rescored quite
low, even where the alternative supplies
are temporary, costly, or limited in
supply. In addition, rescoring in this
situation could penalize residents for
securing alternative supplies by
lowering the priority of the site or
- deleting it from the list and thereby
precluding completion of proper
remedial actions. A final reason is that
response action at sites is an ongoing
process, and it may become unduly
burdensome to continually recaiculate
scores to reflect such actions. i

Where response actions have already-
been initiated by private parties or
another agency, listing such sites will
enable EPA to evaluate the need for a
more complete response. Inclusion on
the NPL therefore does not reflect a
judgment that responsible parties are
failing to address the problems. The
Agency believes, therefore, that this
approach is appropriate, and consistent
with the purpose of the NPL as stated in
the legislative history of CERCLA.

Small Observed Release. Some
commenters maintained that EPA
incorrectly assigned values for observed
releases to ground waters because the
measured concentrations of the
substances involved were below the
regulatory limita specified under the
Safe Drinking Water Act. The HRS
states:

If a contaminant is measured {regardless of
frequency) in ground water or in @ well in the
vicinity of a facility at a significantly (in
terms of demonstrating that a release has

-occurred, not in terms of potential effects)

higher level than the background level. then
. . . a release has been observed (NCP,
Appendix A. { 3.1. 47 FR 31224, July 18, 19€2}.

This scoring instruction is based on
the fact that the observed release factor
is considered for purpose of estimating
the likelihood that substances can
migrate from the site. When a release is
observed in any quantity, as long as the
concentration is above background
level, that likelihood is 100 percent, and
this factor receives the maximum score
of 45. The observed release factor is not
intended to reflect the level of hazard
presented by the particular release

observed. The hazard presented is,
rather, approximated by the total score,
incorporating the observed release
factor indicating the likelihood of
migration with other factors such as
waste quantity, toxicity. and the
persistence of the substance. These
combined factors are indicative of the
possibility of future releases of much

- higher amounts. Furthermore,

concentrations of substances migrating
in the environment tend to show
exireme variation through time and
spece. Given that only periodic sampling
is feasible i mast instances, requiring
comtaminants to exceed certain levels
before sssigning an obeerved release
could exclude many sites from the NPL
which may be endangering the public.
The rationale for this approach is further
discussed in the preamble to the NCP
{47 FR 31188 (July 16, 1982)).

Summary of Score Changes. A
summary of the 144 sites where EPA’s
review of comments and new data
resulted in a final score that changed

from the score as originally proposed is
shown in the table betow:
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HRS Score . . HRS Score
State City/County Site Name original Revised State City/County Site Name original  Revised
EPA Region V (concluded) EPA Region VII
M1 Greilickville Grand Traverse Overall IA Des Moines Des Moires TCE 28.91 42.28
supply Co. . 40.86 35.53 KS Arkansas Clty Arkansas City Dump 4.23 5.49
MI St. Louis Gratiot County Landf{ill 53.60 53.65 Ks Cherokee County Tar Creek 66.74 §8.15
Supply : MO Verona Syntex FPacility 43.177 43.78
MI Oscoda Hedblum Industries 31.70 37.29
MI Ionia Ionia City Landfill 38.02 31.31 EPA Region VIII
MI Kentwood Kentwood Landfill 35.4) 38.39
M1 Albien McGraw Edison Corp. 44,63 33.42 co Leadville California Gulch 51.94 55.84
MI Temperance Novaco Industries 38.16 38.20 Cco 1daho Springs Central City, Clear Creek 46.50 $1.39
MI ‘Piler City Packaging Corp. of America 51.95 51.91 co Denver Denver Radium Site 44.00 44.11
MI Petoskey Petoskey Municipal Well co Boulder County Marshall Landfill 41.00 46.52
Fleld 3%.97 42.68 co Commerce City Sand Creek 37.00 $9.65
MI Muskegon Heights . S8CA Indpendent Landfill 36.36 34.75 co Commerce City Woodbury Chemical Co. 45.00 44.87
MI Mancelona Twp. Tar Lake 48.%0 48.55 MT Anaconda Anaconda Smelter-Anaconda 58.70 58.71
M1 8t. Louis Velsicol Hichigan 48.78 52.29 MT Libby Libby Ground Water Contam. 37.70 37.67
MI Pleasant Plains Twp. Wash King Laundry 52.05 40.03 MT Milltown Milltown Reservoir Sediments 43.80 43.78
MN Brainerd/Baxton Burlington Northern 38.41 46.77 MT Silver Bow/
MN Pridley FMC Corp. 74.16 65.50 Desr Lodge Silver Bow Creek 63.80 63.76
MN Lehillier Lehillier/Mankato 50.49 42.49 ND Southeastern Argsenic Trioxide Site 34,00 34.07
MN St. Louis Park NL Industries/Taracorp/Globe 50.95 39.97 SD Whitewood Whitewood Creek 59.50 63.76
OH Kingsville Big D Campground 34.78 90.77 uT Salt Lake City Rose Park Sludge Pit 7.50 7.46
OH Circleville Bowers Landfill 51.80 $0.49 WY - Leéramie Baxter/Union Pacific Tie
OH Ironton E.H. Schilling Landfill 40.37 34.56 Treating 37 00 37.24
OH Ashtabula Fields Brook 51.62 44,93
OH New Lyme New Lyme Landfill 37.70 31.19 EPA Region IX
OH Zanesville 2anesville 28,98 35.59
. AZ Scottsdale Indian Bend Wash Area 40.02 42.24
EPA Region VI ) AZ Globe Mountain View Mobile Homes
Estates 26.46 30.24
AR Hewport Cecil Lindsey 35.40 35.60 CA Ukiah ! Coast Wood Preserving 42.02 44.73
AR Walnut Ridge Frit Industries 39.40 39.47 CA Cloverdale MGM Brakes 34.52 . 34.70
AR Edmondson Gurley Pit . 38.10 40,13 CA Selma Selma Treating Co. 41.17 48.83
AR Ft; 8mith Industrial Waste Control 36.90 30.3
AR Mena Mid-South Wood Products 45.43 4%.87 EPA_Region X -
AR Jacksonville Vertac, Ine. 64.96 65.46
LA 6lidell Rayou Bonfouca 36.75 29.78 . OR Portland Gould, Inc. 32.84 32.12
oM Milan lHomestake Mining Co. 42.29 34.2) OR Albany Teledyne Wah Chang 48.15% 54.27
NM Albijuerque South valley 3%.57 42.24 WA spokane Colbert Landfill 40.C5 41,59
. OK Ottawa County Tar Creek 58.20 28,13 NA Yakima FMC Corp. (Yakima)- 32.18 38.90
> Grand Prairie Bio-Ecology Systems, Inc. 35.10 35,06 WA Vancouver Prontier Hard Chrome 57.92 57.93
™ Crosby French, Ltd. 63.30 63.3) WA Seattle Harbor lsland Lead 41.79 34,60
x Highlands Highlands Acid Pit 37.66 7.7 WA Vead Kaiser Mead 41.26 38.07
kv 4 LaMarque rotco 62,70 63.66 WA Lakewcod ° Lakewood 29.07 42.49
™ ' Crosby tikes Disposal Pits 61.60 €1.62 WA Yakima Pesticide Lab 33.50 29.33
™ Bridge City Triangle Chemical Co. 28.74 28.75 WA Kent Western Processing Co., Inc. 36.30 58.63
BILLING CODE ¢580-80-C |
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State

City/County

EPA Region I
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NJ
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NJ
NJ
NJ
NJ
NJ

g

NJ

ELEEEE]

Pa

Southington
Canterbury
Bridgewater
Groveland
East Woburn
Acton
Washburn
Saco
Winthrop
Dover -

. Kingston

Somersworth

Nashua
Londonderry
Coventry
Burlington

EPA Region II

Mount Olive Twp.
Dover N
Gloucester Township
Mantua

Marlboro Township
Pittman
Pedricktown
Rockaway Township
Dover Township
South Cairo
Batavia

South Glens Palls
Niagara Falls
Wellsville

Vestal

Juana Diag
Barceloneta

NATIONAL PRIORITIES LIST HRS SCORE CHANGES

S8ite Name

Solvents Recovery SBystems
Yaworski Waste Lagoon
Cannon Engineering
Groveland Wells

Wells G&H

WR Grace Co. (Acton Plant)
Pinette'’'s Salvage Yard
Saco Tannery Waste Pits
Winthrop Landfill

Dover Municipal Landfill
ottati and Groes/Kingston
Steel Drum

Somergworth Sapitary
Landfill

Sylvester

Tinkham Garage Site
Picillo Coventry

Pine Street Canal

Combe Fill North Landfill
Dover Municipal Well 4
Gems Landfill

Helen Kramer Landfill
Inperial 0il/Champion Chen.
Lipari Landfill

¥.L. Induetriee

Rockaway Township Wells
Toms River Chemical
American Thermostat Co.
Batavia Landfill

G.R. Moreau Site
Hocker-8 Area

Sinclair Refinery

Vestal Water Bupply
Vestal Water Supply 1-1
Vestal Water Supply 4-2
G.E. Wiring Devices

RCA, del Caribe’

HRS Bcore
original Revised
37.28 44.93
36.70 36,72
38.19 39.89
40,06 40.74
59.20 42.71
59.30 $9.31
39.61 33.98
33.40 43.19
40.47 35.62
36.90 36.98
53.40 53,41
65.57 65.5%6
63.26 63.28
42.70 43.24
67.70 $3.63
40.40 40.42
42.44 47.79
42.24 28.90
68.89 68.53
70.06 72.66
42.69 33).87
72.12 75%.60
49.74 52.96
44 .46 28.90
45.87 50.33
48.01 33.61
44.16 50.18
49.8) 5e.21
$2.58 51.62
72.01 53.90

42.24
37.93
42.24
42.40 31.24
31.28 31.14

State City/County
EPA Region 111

DR Hew Castle County
DE New Castle County
MD Annapolis

PA State College Bor.
PA Parker

PA North Whitehall Twp.
PA Kimberton Borough
PA Harrison Township
PA McAdoo Borough

PA Grove City

PA Palmerton

PA Erie

PA Westline

VA Saltville

w ¥ollansbee

EPA Region 1V

FL Galloway

FL Pensacola

FL Hialeah

FL Mount Pleasant
PL Jacksonville
PL Tanpa

PL Clermont :
KY Calvert City
KY West Point
NC Swannanoa

8C Cayce

™ Chat tanocoga
™ Gallaway

™ Lawrenceburg
™ Menmphis

EPA Region V -

IL Waukegan

1L LaSalle

IN Gary

IN Gary

M1 Grand Rapids
ut Charlevoisx
MI Marquette

Ml Dalton Twp.

HRS Bcore
Site Hame Original Revised
[}

Army Creek Landfill 69.96 69.92
New Castle Spill 38.43 38.33
Middletown Road Dump . 38,51 29.36
Centre County Repone 39.44 45.09
Craiqg Fam Drum Site 28.71 28.72
Helava Landfill 41.79 $0.23
Kimberton 29.42 29.44
Lindane Dump 51.50 51.62
McAdoo Associates 65.32 63.03
Osborne 58.41 54.60
Palmerton Zinc Pile 46.44 42.93
Preaque Isle 37.20 40.59
Westline 31.85 31.71
Saltville Waste Disposal
Ponds 5§3.23 29.52
FPollapsbees Sludge Fill 31.89 33.727
Alpha Chemical Corporation 55.66 43.24
American Crecsote 40.44 58.41
Northwest 58th Street LF 49.27 49.43
Parramore Surplus 34.85 37.61
Pickettville Road Landfill $8.75 42.94
Reeves SE Galvanizing Corp. 51.97 $8.75
Tower Chemical 38.53 44.03
B. P. Goodrich ) 31.14 33.01
Distler Brickyard 37.62 44.77
Chemtronice, Inc. 30.01 30.16
SCRDI Dixiana 40.46 40.70
Amnicola Dump 30.24 40.91
Gallaway Ponds 30.78 30.77
Murray Ohio Dump : 46 .43 46.44
North Hollywood Dump 6.58 19.46
Johns-Manville Corp. 38.82 38.20
LaSalle Electric Utilities 30.98 42.06
Lake Sandy Jo (M&M Landfill) 38.31 38.21
Midco 1 60.43 46.44
Butterworth $#2 Landfill $0.30 $0.31
Charlevaix Municipal Well 31.95 37.94
Cliff/Cow Dump 34.66 34.50
Duell and Gardner Landfill 34,66 34 68
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Proposed NPL Sites with Scores
which Fall Below 28.50. The following
sites will not be included on the NPL
because EPA has determined that the
HRS scores are below 28.50:

State Site name

Cnttenden County Landfil.
...| Flynn Lumber. *

Parrot Road.

Phillips Chermical

...| van Dale Junkyard.

Sites Still Under Consideration. In the
case of the following sites, EPA was
unable to reach a final decision on
whether to include them on the final
NPL in time for this publication.

State Site name
AMZONR .coveveverrsmecsenssssinssessesane Kingman Asport Industria)
. Aroa.
Louisi Bayou Sorrel.
;‘ ngas Care Water Suppiy.
NBCINGAN, ..o oo Littlefield Township Dump.
Michigar Whitehail Wells.

EPA will announce its decisions
regarding these sites in subsequent NPL
updates.

Deletion. The criteria for deletion,
which are discussed in Part VIII below,
have already been met at the Gratiot
County Golf Course site which was
included on the proposed NPL. EPA has
consulted with the State of Michigan
and has determined that the responsible
parties have completed cleanup of the
site such that no Fund-financed
response will be required.

Name Revisions. In some instances
EPA has determined that the names of
sites should be revised to more

" accurately reflect the location or nature
of the problem. Those name revisions
are listed below:

Ste | S New site name
MA ... Ptymouth Harbor/ Plymouth  Harbor/Cannon
M. Otat 8 Goss..........| Ot & Goss/Kingston
Stesl Drum,
... Stamina Mils,
X Imperial Oil Co., Inc./Cham-
pron Chemicals.
N....J Lake Sandy Jo...._....... Lake Sandy Jo (M&M Land-
_ ).
MN..... Nationa! Lead NL industries/ Taracorp/
Tlne_orp. Goiden Auto.
on Now Bﬂghto_n ............. New Brighton/Arden Hifls,
.......... Atied Chernicals & ironton
™ } Coxe.
Poplar O............_....... Laskin/Poplar Oll.
Rock Creen/Jack O Mik
Webb.
oK......... Criner/Hardage ........... Mardage/ Criner.

In addition, in the case of one site
proposed for the NPL, the Vestal Water
Supply, the Agency has determined that

there are two distinct sites rather than
one as was previously believed.

Geohydrologic studies have indicated
that the ground water contamination is
present in two distinct plumes,
apparently from two different sources.

Thus, the site name has been revised to
Vestal Water Supply Well No. 1-1 and
Vestal Water Supply Well No. 4-2.
States’ Top Priority Sites. The State of
Mississippi has informed EPA that the
Plastifax site, previously designated as
their top priority site, is not the State’s
highest priority. Since the site does not
otherwise meet the criteria for inclusion
on the NPL, the Plastifax site has not
been listed. Mississippi has designated
another site as its top priority, which
EPA has proposed for inclusion on the
NPL in the proposed update immediately
following this final NPL promulgation in
today's Federal Register. Likewise, the
State of Maine has informed EPA that
the Winthrop Landfill is no longer
considered their top priority site.
However, that site has a sufficiently
high HRS score to warrant inclusion on
the list and has been included. Maine
has not yet designated an alternative
top priority site.
VIIL Updates and Deletions to the NPL

CERCLA requires that the NPL be
revised at least once per year. EPA
believes that more frequent revision ,
may be appropriate. Thus, the Agency
may revise the NPL more often than is
specified in CERCLA. NPL revisions, or
*updates,” may add new sites to the
NPL. and may delete sites from the list.
EPA anticipates that each update
publication will present proposed
additions, proposed deletions, and the
current NPL consisting of all sites
previously established as part of the list
as well as the final listing of sites that
were proposed in the preceding update
publication. EPA's first NPL update is
proposed in today's Federal Register
immediately following this publication
of the final NPL.

In addition to the periodic updates
described above, EPA believes it may be

. appropriate in rare instances to add

sites to the NPL individually as the
Agengcy did in the case of the Times
Beach site in Missouri.

The Agency plans to identify and
consider additional sites for inclusion on
NPL updates in the same manner as for
sites on the initial NPL. States have the
primary responsibility for identifying
sites, computing HRS scores, and -
nominating them for inclusion on the
NPL, although EPA Regional Offices
may assist in investigation, sampling,
monitoring, and scoring, and may in
some cases consider candidate sites on
their own initiative. EPA will notify the
States in advance of each update
publication of the closing dates for
submission of proposed additions (or

“deletions, as discussed below) to EPA.

EPA will exercise quality control and
quality assurance to verify the accuracy
end consistency of scoring. The Agency
will then publish a proposal of all sites

" affect any site's listing.

that appear to meet the criteria for
listing, and solicit public comment on
the proposal. Based on comments, and
any further review by EPA, the Agency
will determine final scores, and in the
next update publication will include on
the final NPL any sites that score high
enough for listing. For the proposed
update immediately following this
rulemaking in today's Federal Register,
the Agency has continued to use the
same minimum HRS score of 28.50 that
was used to establish eligibility for this
final rule. : : .
There is no specific statutory
requirement that the NPL be revised to
delete sites. However, EPA has decided
to consier deleting sites in order to
provide incentives for cleanup to private
parties and public agencies.
Furthermore, establishing a system of
deleting sites affords the Agency the
opportunity to give notice that the sites
have been cleaned up and gives the
public an opportunity to comment on
those actions. On June 28, 1882, the

_ Agency developed a guidance document

which addressed how sites may be
deleted from the NPL. This guidance
suggested that a site meeting any of the
following criteria could be deleted from
the NPL:

(1) EPA in consultation with the State
has determined that responsible parties
have completed cleanup so that no
Fund-financed response actions will be
required.

(2} All appropriate Fund-financed
cleanup action under CERCLA has been
completed, and EPA has determined
that no further cleanup by responsible
parties is appropriate.

(3) EPA, in considering the nature and
severity of the problems, the potential
costs of cleanup, and available funds,
has determined that no remedial actions
should be undertaken at the site.

EPA does not consider this guidance to
be binding, and may revise it to provide

- for deletion of sites based on other

factors in appropriate cases. EPA will
delete sites from the NPL by publishing
notices in the Federal Register at the
time of the updates, naming the sites
and providing the reasons for deletion.

EPA expects that updates to the NPL
will be solely for the purposes of adding
sites to or deleting sites from the NPL.
The current EPA position, which will
serve as guidance for individual listing
and deletion decisions, is that updates
will not present any HRS score changes
for sites that might alter a site’s relative
ranking, nor will they delete any sites on
the basis of score changes. Once a final
HRS score has been calculated for a
site,.and the site has been included on
the NPL, EPA does not plan to conduct
any recalculations of HRS scores to

——
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Several commenters presented
suggestions to the contrary. Some
recommended that EPA revise HRS
scores periodically to reflect the resulits
of cleanup activities, and suggested
deleting any site whose HRS score
dropped below the cutoff. Other
commenters addressed the possibility
that new data gathered on a site might
alter previous assumptions in scoring,
and suggested continual rescoring to
reflect any new data for purposes of
adjusting a site's position on the list or
deleting the site if the score fell below
the cutoff.

While it is not necessary to resolve
these issues now, as they will be
considered as part of each future update
determination, EPA believes that a
number of important factors support its
current position that sites on the final
NPL should not be rescored for future
updates. With respect to sites where
response actions have been taken, the
HRS was not designed to reflect
completeness of cleanup, and therefore
should not be used as a tool for deleting
sites from the list or altering their
relative ranking. As discuseed in Part
VII of this preamble, in explanation of
EPA’s policy to score sites on the basis
of original conditions rather than take
cleanup actions into account, the HRS
approximates risk on the basis of the
original conditions at the site. If
respornse actions are taken into account

. in scoring, the lower HRS score that
results might not reflect a commensurate
reduction in the level of risk presented
by the site.

Another reason discussed in Part VII
is that revision of scores simply because
cleanup has been partially completed
might encourage partial solutions to
potentially serious risks of public health
and welfare and environmental harm.
Removing a site from the list based on
score changes resulting from partial
cleanup might give private parties an
incentive to design response actions to
effect such changes rather than
completely remedying the situation at
the site.

In addition to the foregoing reasons,
other considerations justify the current
position not to rescore sites after final
listing. These considerations apply not
only to cleanup situations but also to
situations where a score might be
affected by new information about a site
or by detection of an error in the original
calculations.

The process established by EPA for
establishing the NPL is comprehensive,
involving initial scoring, public proposal,
consideration of public comment, re-
examination of data and scores, final
score calculation, and inclusion on the
final NPL. Given this level of scrutiny,
and the time and expense involved in
scoring sites, EPA believes it
appropriate to consider inclusion ofa
score on the final NPL to end the scoring
process.

Furthermore, as described in Part Il of
this preamble, the purpose of the NPL is
primarily informational, to serve as a
tool for EPA to identify sites that appear
to present a significant risk to public
health or the environment, for purposes
of deciding which sites to investigate
fully and determine what response, if
any, is appropriate. EPA believes that it
is most consistent with that statutory
purpose to cease the costly and time-
consuming efforts of site scoring once
the NPL development process on a site
is complete. Rather than spend the
limited resources of the fund on
rescoring efforts, the Agency wants to
use all available resources to clean up
sites. In addition, because the NPL
serves as guidance for possible future
action and does not determine liability
or whether response actions will be
taken, a decision not to recalculate ’
scores will not prejudice any potentially
responsible parties. This is especially
true since any additional information
can be considered at other stages of
EPA's investigation and response
process.

EPA recognizes that the NPL process
cannot be perfect, and it is possible that
errors exist or that new data will alter
previous assumptions. Once the initial
scoring effort is complete, however, the
focus of EPA activity must be on
investigating sites in detail and
determining the appropriate response.
New data or errors can be considered in
that process. Since HRS scores do not
alone determine the priorities for actual
response actions, any new data or
revealed error that indicate that a site is
either more or less a problem than
reflected in the HRS score wiHl be taken
into account and the priority for
response adjusted accordingly. If the
new information indicates that the site
does not present any significant threat
to heslth or the environment, the site
will meet one of the EPA criteria for
deletion regardless of any original or
revised HRS score.

In conclusion, because the HRS was
not designed to reflect reductions in
hazard resulting from cleanup; because
of the desire not to create the incentive
for incomplete cleanup actions; because
of the need to conserve resources and
focus on further investigation and
cleanup; because the NPL serves as
guidance to EPA and is not ;
determinative of liability or the need for
response; and because any new
information can be considered for
adjustment of a site response priority or
for deletion without recalculating the
HRS score, EPA does not currently plan
to rescore sites once they have been
included on the final NPL. Actual

decisions on the appropriate treatment

of individual sites, however, will be
made on a case-by-case basis, with
consideration of this policy and any
other appropriate factors.

1X. Regulatory Impact

EPA prepared a Regulatory Impact
Analysis pursuant to Executive Order
12291 (46 FR 13193, Feb. 19, 1981} for the
revised NCP at the time that it was
promulgated. That analysis considered
regulatory and economic impact that
would result from this amendment to the
NCP. The analyses of the NCP are
available for inspection at Room 5-325.
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency.
401 M Street, S.W., Washington, D.C.
20460. .

X. Regulatory Flexibility Act Analysis

EPA prepared a Regulatory Fiexibility
Analysis pursuant to the Regulatory
Flexibility Act (5 U.S.C. 601-812) for the
revised NCP at the time that it was
promulgated. The Agency reviewed the
impact of the revised NCP on small
entities, which are small businesses and
small municipalities.

While there could be a substantial
effect on a few small disposer firms, it is
unlikely that a high percentage of these
small firms is at risk from potential
enforcement actions, because they

- probably tend to produce much smaller
quantities of waste compared to the
large firms in the industry. It may, of
course, be the case that a small
disposer's hazardous waste site has
resulted in serious problems (such as
ground water contamination). However,
again, to the extent that small disposers
operate one or two sites on a small
amount of acreage, they run a reduced

_risk of being responsible for serious
hezardous waste site problems.

It remains at EPA's discretion whether
or not to proceed with enforeement
actions against small entities. Thus, any
potentially adverse effects are not
automatic results of the NCP revisions,

- including the NPL, and implementation
of the Superfund program. On the basis
of this analysis, the Agency has
concluded. that the final NPL will not
result in a significant impact on &
substantial number of small entities.

The analyses of the NCP are available
for inspection at Room $-325, U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency, 401 M
Street, SW, Washington, D.C. 20460.

List of Subjects in 46 CFR Part 380

Air pollution control, Chemicals,
Hazardous materials, Intergovernmenta,
relations, Natural resources, Oil
‘pollution, Reporting and recordkeeping
requirements, Super fund, Waste
treatment and disposal, Water pollution
control, Waéer supply.

PART 300—{AMENDED]

Part 300, Title 40 of the Code of
Federal Regulations is hereby amended’
by adding a new Appendix B, to read as
follows:

BILLING CODE 6500-50-M




Appendix B—National Priorities List

zPA Group 1 RESPONSE
REG BT SITE NAME * CITY/COURTY STATUS 4
02 NJ LIPARI LARDPILL PITMAN V R B

03 DE TYBOUTS CORNER LANDPILL ® MEW CASTLE COUNTY R B

03 PA BRUIN LAGOON BRUIN BOROUGH R

02 NI HELEN KRAMER LANDPILL NANTUA TOWNBHIP R

01 MA INDUSTRI~PLEX WOBURN R B

02 NJ PRICE LANDPILL * PLEASANTVILLE R B
02 WY . POLLUTION ABATEMENT SERVICES * 0SWEGO R B
07 IA  LABOUNTY BITE CHARLES CITY v 2
03 DE ARMY CREBK LANDPILL WEM CASTLE COUWTY z

02 B3 CPE/MADISOM INDUSTRIES OLD BRIDGE TOWRSHIP B

01 MA WYAWSA CHEMICAL WASTE DUNP ASELAND R

02 W @EMS LANOVILL GLOUCESTER TOMMSNIP R B
05 NI BERLIN & PARRO SWARTS CREEK R

‘91 WA BAIRD & MOGUIRE SOLEROOK B
02 B LOWE PINE LANDFI FREENOLD TONNSNIP =B
01 NE SONERSWORTN SANITARY LANDFILL SONERSHORTE [
5 NN INC CORP. . PRIDLEY . v ]
06 AR WERTAC, IWC. SACEKSONVILLES v B
01 W KBS - BPPING BPPING R B
08 8D WHITEWOOD CREEK ¢ WHITENOOD

00 MT BILVER BOW/DEER LODGR SILVER DON CRERK ]
06 TX PREWCH, LTD. CROSBY R

01 WH SYLVESTER ® BASEUA R B
05 NI LIQUID DISPOSAL INC. UTICA R

03 PA  MCADOO ASSOCIATES * NCADOO BOROUGR R B
06 TX MOTCO * LA 2

05 OS ARCANTMN IROW & METAL DARKE COUNTY ' [ 3
96 TX SIKES DISPOSAL PITS CBOSBY ]

04 AL TRIARA TEMNESSEE RIVER 5 B

09 CA STRINGPELLOW * . GLEN AVON ERIGHTS | I

0L ME WCKIN CO. GRAY R

06 TX CRYSTAL CEERICAL CO. BOUSTON . R B
02 ¥J SRIDGEPORT REWTAL & OIL BRIDGEPORT s

08 CO SAND CREEX COMMERCS CITY [
01 MA W R GRACE CO. (ACTON PLANT) acron
05 MN REILLY TAR ® 8T. 1OUIS PARK R E
02 WJ BURNT FLY BOG MARLBORO TONNSHIP R B

04 PL SCHUYLKILL WMETALS CORP. PLANT CITY D
05 MN WEW BRIGHTON/KRDEN HILLS WEM BRIGHTOM ]

02 WY OLD BETHPAGE LANDFILL OYSTER BAY z

04 P"p REEVES SE GALVANISING CORP, TAMPA D
08 ANACONDA SMELTER ~ AMACONDA ARACONDA v

10 WA WESTERN PROCESSING CO., INC. KENT ]
04 FL AMERICAN CREOSOTE WORKS PERSACOLA 4]
02 M} CALONELL TRUCKING CO. PAIRPIELD E

02 MY GE MOREAU S8OUTH GLERS PALLS B

05 IN SEYMOUR RECYCLING CORP, ¢ SEYNOUR R E
06 oK TAR CREEK OTTAWA COURTY R

0; Ks CHEROKEE COUNTY CHEROKBE COUNTY D
0 nJ ]

BRICK TOWNSHIP LANDFILL

BRICK

$: V @ VOLUNTARY OR MEGOTIATED RESPONSE)

8 = PEDERAL AND STATE ENFORCEMENT;

* = STATES' DESIGNATED TOP PRIORITY S17ES.

R = FEDERAL AND STATE RESPONSE;
D = ACTIORB TO BE DETERMINED.

EPA GrouP 2 RESPONSE
REG ST BITE NAME * CITY/COUNTY STATUS §
05 M@  WORTHERNAIRE PLATING CADILLAC R

10 WA  PRONTIER HARD CHROME VANCOUVER R B
04 PL DAVIE LANDFILL DAVIE . D
04 PL GOLD COAST OIL CORP. MIAMI v

09 AE  TUCSON INT'L AIRPORT TUCSON vV R -

02 WY WIDE BEACH DEVELOPMENT BRANT D
09 CA IROM MOUNTAINM MINE REDDING |

02 W3 SCIENTIFIC CHEMICAL PROCESSING CARLSTADT |
00 CO CALIFPORNIA GUICH LEADVI ]

92 BRI D INPERIO FROPERTY BANILTON TOWRSHIP R

0S NN OAKDALE DOMP OAKDALE ]
05 IL Aas P GREENDP R R
03 P BDODGLASSVILLE DISPOGAL DOUGLASSVILLE

02 BJ EKRYBOWATY PARM HILLSBOROOGH R

05 MM EOPPERS COKR 8T. PAOL

01 NA PLYNOUTE BARBOR/CANNON e rLMoUra L B ]
10 ID BUNKER BILL WIw SUELYERVILLE ]

02 BJ UNIVERGAL OXIL PRODUCTS(CEEM DIV) RAST RUTHERFORD ]

09 CA AEKROJET CcoRpP. RANCHO CORDOVA 3
10 WA COM. BAY, 8. TACONA CEANNEL ) ) S ]
03 m LANDPILL GROVE CITY [
02 WY SYOSSET LANDPILL OYBTER BAY ]
09 AS WINETERNTH AVBNUE umrxu. PHORNIX ]
310 OR TELEDYNE WAH CHANG ALBANY

05 . MI GRATIOT COUNTY LAMDPILL © 82. L0018 v ]

01 BRI PICILLO PAMM * COVEWTRY | S
01 MA NEW BEDFORD © NEN BEDFORD YR B
06 LA OLD INGER OIL REFINERY * DARROW »

05 on Cape-DYNE * BAMILTON ve s
04 8C SCROI BLUPF BOAD * COLOMBIA v R
01 CT LAURRL PARK, INC, ¢ WAUGATOCK BOROUGH ]
08 CO MARSEALL LANDFILL ® BOULDER COUWETY

05 ‘IL OUTBOARD MARINE CORP, * WACKRGAN | 3
06 WM SOUTH VALLEY * ALBUQUERQUR D
01 Vr PINE SYREET CAMAL ¢ BURLINGTON . D
03 WV WEBT VIRGINIA ORDHANCE * POINT PLEASANT R

07 MO ELLISVILLE SITE * BLLISVILLE R

08 WD ARSBENIC TRIOXIDE SITE * SOUTREASTERN | ]

09 TT PCD WASTES PACIFIC TRUST TERR. R .
03 VA MATTHEWS ELECTROPLATING ¢ ROANOKE COUNTY R

07 XA AIDEX CORP, * COUNCIL BLUPFS R B
00 AZ MOUNTAIN VIEW MOBILE BOMES * GLOBE R B
09 AS TAPUTIMU PARN ¢ AMERICAN SAMOA D
04 TN  NORTH BOLLYWOOD DUMP * MEMPHIS R

04 KY A. L. TAYLOR(VALLEY OF TEE DRUMS) BROOKS R B
04 WC FCB SPILLS * 210 MILES OF ROADS R E
09 GU ORDOT LANDPILL * GUAN R

08 UT ROSE PARK SLUDGE PIT ¢ SALT LAKE CITY v

07 K8 ARKARSAS CITY DUMP * ARKANSAS CITY R

09 CM PCB WAREHOUSE * NORTH MARIANAS R

€3 V = VOLURTARY OR WEGOTIATED RESPONSE)

R = PEDERAL AND BTATE ENFORCEMENT;
* = STATES' DESIGNATED TOP PRIORITY SITES.

R = PEDERAL AND STATE RESPONSE;
D s ACTIONS TO BE DETERMINED..
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[ 4 .
Group 3 Group 4

EPA RESPONRSE BPA RESPONSE
REG 8T SITE NAME ¢ CITY/COUNTY B8TATUS ¢ REG 8T SITE NAME ¢ CITY/COUNTY STATUS ¢
02 NRY SINCLAIR REFINERY WELLSVILLE | 3 02 W COMBE FILL NORTH LANDFILL MOUNT OLIVE TWP D
04 AL MOWBRAY ENGINEERING CO. GREENVILLE D 01 MA RE-80LVE, INC. DARTMOUTH R E
05 MI BPIEGELBERG LANDPILL GREEN OAK TOWRNSHIP R 02 NWJ GOOSE FPARM PLUMSTEAD TOWNSHIP R
04 rL MIAMI DRUM SERVICES MIAMI R B 04 T™H VELSICOL (HARDEMAN COUNTY) TOONE
02 NJ REICH PARMS PLEASANT PLAINS 02 NY YORK OIL CoO. MOIRA R
02 NJ SOUTH PRUNSWICK LANDFILL S00TH BRUNBWICK v . 04 FL BAPP BATTERY SALVAGE COTTONDALS R
04 PL KASSAUP-KIMERLING BATTERY DIBP. TAMPA . 0? =8 DOBPKE DISPOSAL, HOLLIDAY JORNSON COURTY D
05 1L WAUCONDA SAND & GRAVBL WAUCONDA R 01 RI -DAVIS LIQUID WASTB BMITHPIBLD ‘R B
0l M OTTATI & GNSIIIIG!OI STEEL DRUN KINGSTON R B Ol MA CBRARLES-GEORGE RECLAMATION TYNRGBBOROUGH 3
03 NI OTT/STORY/CORDOVA DALTON TOWNSEIP 02 BJ EKING OF PRUSSIA WINRBLOW TOWNSHIP 4]
02 N3 WL INDOSTRIES PEDRICKTONY . B 03 VA CRISNAN CREEK YORK COUNTY D
02 B3 RINGIOOD NINES/LANDFILL RINGIOOD BOROOGE ] 035 Of WRASE CHENICAL SALEM D
04 L WNITEBOUSE OIL PITS WHAITREOUSE a 02 W CEENICAL OOWTROL SLISABETR R B
03 M1 VRLSICOL MICHIGAN 8T. LOUIS v B 03 om ALLIED CHENICAL & nom- COKB IRONTON ]
05 OH SUMNIT NATIONAL DERRFIELD TOWNSHIN v [ 05 mur VREROMA WBLL PIRLD BATTLE CRERK ]
02 WY LOVE CANAL NIAGARA FALLS R B 01 CT DBEACON NEIGNTS LANDFILL BEACON PALLS ]
03 In PFISERER CALO LA PORTE v 03 WN BURLINCGYON NORTRERN BRAINERD/BAXTER o
04 FL PIONEER BAND CO. WARRIWNGTOR B 03 PA  NALVERN TCB MALVERN R
05 N1 SPRINGPIELD TOWNSEIP DIMP DAVISBURG ] 02 WY PACET ENTERPRISES, INC. EINIRA v
03 PA HRANICA LANDPILL BUPFALO TONRSHIP D 03 oe DRLANARE SAND & GRAVEL LAMDFILL WEW CASTLE COUNTY ]
04 mC MARTIN MARIETTA,BS0DYBCO CHARLOTTS D 04 TR MNURRAY OHIO DUMP LAWRENCEBURG o
04 rL SERLLNOOD GROUMDWATER CONTAMN SELLWNOOD D 03 IN ERVIROCHEM ZIOMSVILLE R
05 W PACKAGING CORP. OF AMERICA PILBR CITY ] 05 IN MNIDCO I . GARY R B
02 wY BOOKER ~ B AREA NIAGARA PALLS 04 PL COLEMAN EVANS WOOD PRESERVING CO., WHITEBOUSE
0 M LINDANE DUNP BARRISON TOWRSHIP B 04 PL TFLORIDA STEEL CORP. INDIANTONN ]
08 CO CENTRAL CITY, CLEAR CREBK IDABO SPRINGS R 09 a3 LITCAPIELD AIRPORT ARRA GOODYRAR/AVONDALE D
04 PL TAYLOR ROAD LANDPILL SEPPNER B 02 BJ SMRICE FARM PLONSTRAD TOWNSBIP
01 m1 WESTERN SAND & GRAVEL BURRILLVILLE R B 06 AR MID-SOOTR WOOD PRODOCTS MERA
02 MJ NAYWOOD CHENICAL CO. NAYWOOD/ROCKELLE PK B 04 FL BRORE WOCD PRESKRVING LIVE OAK
06 oK HARDAGE/CRINER CRINER R B 02 my PORT WASHINGTON LANDFILL PORT WASHIWGTON
05 NI ROSE TOWRSEIP DOMP ROGE TOWNHIP R 02 BJ CONBEB PILL SOUTH LAMDPILL CHRSTER TOWMSHIP
03 MM  WABTE DISPOSAL RNGINEERRING ANDOVER 02 W JIS LANDPILL JAMBSBURG/ 8. BRONSWIC B
02 NJ KIN-BOC LANDFILL EDISON TOWMSHIP vV R B 03 PA CENTRE COUNTY KRPONE BTATE COLLEGE BOROUG B
0S oa BOWBRS LARDPILL CIRCLEVILLE ] 03 o8 FIRLDS BROOK ASETABULA R
02 nJ TOMS RIVER CHEMICAL TONS RIVER D o1 cr SOLVENTS AECOVERY SERVICE S8OUTBINGTON v ‘8
05 HI BUTTERWORTE #2 LARDFILL GRAND RAPIDE B 08 co WOODBORY CHEMICAL CO. COMMERCE CITY R
02 NJ AMBRICAR CYARAMID CO. BOUND BROOK - 01 MA HOCOMONCO POND WES TBOROUGH R
03 PA HELEVA LANDPFILL HORTH WHITEHALL TWP D 04 KY DISTLER BRICKYARD WEST POINT R
02 NY BATAVIA LANDPILL BATAVIA D 02 wNY RAMAPO LANDFILL RANAPO B
01 RI L & RR, INC. NORTR SMITHPIBLD ’ | 09 CA COAST WOOD PRESERRVING UKIAH B
04 PL M S8TR STREET LANDFILL HIALEAR B 02 NY MERCURY REFINING, INC. COLONRIE E
04 PL SIXTY-SECOND STRERT DUMP TANPA D o4 rL HOLLINGSWORTH SOLDERLESS TERMINAL PORT LAUDERDALE D
LI} G&H LANDPILL UTICA R 02 RY OLEBAN WELL PFIELD OLEBAN R
02 NJ METALTEC/AEROSYSTEMS PRANKLIN BOROUGH B 04 rL VARSOL BPILL MIAMI VvV R
02 NJ LANG PROPERTY PEMBERTON TOWRSHIP 4] 08 co DENVER RADIUM SITE DENVER R
02 NJ SHARKEY LANDPILL PARSIPPANY, TROY HLS D 04 rL TONER CHEMICAL CO. CLERMONT R B
09 cCa SELMA TREATING CO. BELMA 07 mo SYNTEX PACILITY VERONA v e
06 LA CLEVE REBER SORRENTO D 08 MT MILLTOWR RESERVOIR BEDIMENTS MILLTOWN R
05 1L VELSICOL ILLINOIS’ MARSHALL ! \4 02 NI PIJAR PARM . PLUMBTEAD TOWNSHIP R
05 MI- TAR LAKE 02 W SYWNCON RESINS BOUTR KEARNY v | 4

MANCELONA TOWNSHIP R

@1 V = VOLUNTARY OR NEGOTIATED RESPONSE;

8 = PEDERAL AND BTATE ENPORCEMENT,

* ¢ BYATES’ DESIGNATRD TOP PRIORITY SITES.

R « PEDERAL AlND STATE RESPONSE;

D = ACTIONS TO BE DETERMINED.

§: V o VOLUNTARY OR WEGOTIATED RESPORSE;
B = PEDERAL AND STATE ENFORCEMENT,
® = STATES' DESIGRNATED TOP PRIORITY SITES.

R = PEDERAL AND STATE RESPONSE;
D = ACTIONS TO BE DETERMINED.
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Group 5

EPA RESPONSE
REG 8T SITE NAME * CI1TY/COUNTY S8TATUS ¢
09 CA LIQUID GOLD OIL CORP, RICHMOND B

09 CA PURITY OlL SALES, INC. MALAGA

01 NH TINKHAM GARAGE LONDONDERRY - R

04 PL  ALPHA CHEMICAL CORP. GALLOWAY ]
02 NJ BOG CREEK PARM HOWELL TOWNSHIP R

01 ME  SACO TANNERY WASTE PITS SACO R

04 rL PICKETTVILLE ROAD LANDFILL JACKSONVILLE D
03 PA PALMERTON IINC PILE PALMERTON -]
05 IN WEAL'S LANDPILL BLOOMINGTON B
01 MA SILAESIM CHEMICAL CORP. LOWBLL R B

01 MA WELLS G&H : woBURN B

02 wJ CHENBSOL, INC. PISCATANAY -}
05 PETOSKRY NUNICIPAL WELL PIELD PRTORKRY R

02 WJ FAIR LAWE WELL PIBLD FAIR LAWN D
05 IN MAIN STREET WELL PIBLD BLEHART ]
05 NN LEBILLIRR/MANEATO LERILLIBR R

10 WA  LAKEWOOD LAKENOOD | ]

02 NJ NONROE TOWRSHIP LANDPILL NONROS TOWMBHIP B

02 NJ ROCKAWAY BOROUGH WBLL PIELD ROCKANAY TONMSBIP : D
05 IN WAYNE WASTE OIL COLUNBIA CITY R

07 IA DES MOINES TCE DES MOINES D
02 NJ  BEACHWOOD/BERKLEY WELLS BERKLEY TOWMBHIP o
02 WY  VESTAL WATER SOPPLY WBLL 4-2 VESTAL

09 AZ INDIAN BEND WASH AREA S8COTTEDALR D
10 WA COM. BAY, NEAR SRORB/TIDE FLAT PIRRCE COUNTY R

05 IL LASALLE BLECTRIC UTILITIES LA SALLE R

05 IL CROSS BROS/PENBROKE PEMBROKE TOWNSAIP R

09 CA NCCOLL POLLEARTON ]
10 WA COLBERT LANDPILL SPORANE R

02 PR FRONTERA CRREK RIO ABAJO D
02 PR BARCELONETA LANDFILL FLORIDA APUERA D
03 WD SAND, GRAVEL AND STONE RLETOM B

05 NI SPARTAN CAENICAL CO. WYOMING - B

02 ®WJ ROBBLING BTEEL CO. , PLORRNCE D
04 TR  AMNICOLA DUMP CHATTANOOGA ]
02 NRJ VINELAND STATE SCHOOL VINBLAND D
03 PA  ENTERPRISE AVENUR PHILADBLPHIA D
01 MA  GROVELAND WELLS GROVELAND : R

04 SC  SCRDI DIXIANA CAYCR E
07 MO FPULBRIGHT LANDPILL S8PRINGFIELD D
03 PA PRESQUE ISLE ERIE D
02 NJ WILLIAMS PROPRRTY SWAINTOR R

02 NJ RENORA, INC. EDISON TOWNSHIP ]
02 NJ DENZER & SCHAFER X-RAY CO. BAYVILLE E

02 NJ  HERCULES, INC. (GIBBSTOWN) GIBBSTOWN b
05 1IN NINTH AVE. DUMP GARY v E

06 AR  GURLEY PIT . EDMONDSEN D
01 RI PETERSON/PUORITAN, INC. LINCOLN/CUMBERLAND V

07 Mo TIMES BEACH TIMES BEACH R

05 MI WASH KING LAUNDRY PLEASANT PLAINS TWP D

RPA GrouP 6 RESPONSE
REG 8T SITE NAME * CITY/COUNTY STATUS §
0S5 MN - NL INDUSTRIES/TARACORP/GOLDEN ST. LOUIS PARK v

01 MA  CANNON ENGINERRING CORP. (CEC) BRIDGEWATER B

02 HY HIAGARA COUNTY REFUSE WHEATFIELD [
04 PL SHERWOOD MEDICAL INDUSTRIES DELAND -]
05 MI  SOUTHWEST OTTAWA LANDFILL PARK TOWNSRIP 3

02 WY KENTOCKY AVE. WELL PIELD HORSEHBADS ]
02 WJ  ASBESTOS DUMP MILLINGTON )
04 KY LEE'S LANE LANDPILL LODISVILLE D
06 AR PFRIT INDUSTRIES WALNOT RIDGB v | 3

05 Of PULTS LANDFILL JACKSON TOWNKSHIP []
03 O COSHOCTOM LANDPILL PRANKLIN TONMSHIP D
0) PA LORD-SHOPE LARDPILL GIRARD TONRSHIP ]
10 WA PuC CORP. (TAKDMA) TAKINA v

01 MA PSC RESOURCES PALNER v

05 NI  FOREST WASTE PRODOCTS OTISVILLE

.0) PA DRAKE CEEMICAL LOCR RAVEN

03 PR EAVERTOMN OCP BAVERFORD |
03 DR WEW CASTLE SPILL HEW CASTLE COUNTY D
03 IN LAKE SANDY JO (M&M LAWDPILL) GARY [
05 1L JOHMB~MANVILLE CORP. WAUKRGAM D
05 NI CHEM CENTRAL WYOMING TOMNSHIP D
05 M1 MNOVACO INDOSTRIRS TEMPERANCE [
02 MJ JACKSON TOWNSHIP LANDPILL JACKSON TOWNSHIP | ]

05 NI K & L AVENUE LANDPILL OSHTRMO TOWNSHIP

10 WA  EAISER MEAD MEAD ]
05 NI CBARIEVOIX WUNICIPAL WELL CHARLEVOIX ]
02 BJ NONTGOMBRY TOWMSEIP BOUSING DRV MONTGOMERY TONMSHIP D
02 MJ BOCKY RILL NONICIPAL WELL ROCKY HILL BOROUGH ]
02 WY BREWSTER WELL PISLD PUTMAN CODNTY D
02 NY VRSTAL WATRR SUPPLY WELL 1-1 VESTAL ' B

02 MJ U.8. RADIUN CORP. ORANGE [}
06 TX WIGHLANDS ACID PIT HIGHLANDS

03 PA RESIN DISPOSAL JEFPERSON BOROUGH [

08 MT LIBBY GROURD WATER CONTAMINATION  LIBBY D
04 KY MWEWPORT DUNP . WEWPORT B
03 PA  MOYERS LANDPILL BAGLEVILLE 3

04 PL  PARRAMORE SURPLUS MOUNT PLEABANT v

0S NI HEDBLUM INDUSTRIES 08CODA D
08 WY BAXTER/UNION PACIFIC TIE TREATING LARAMIE ]
02 WJ  SAYREVILLE LANDFILL BAYREVILLE D
01 NH DOVER MUNICIPAL LANDFILL DOVER 1]
02 NY LUDLOM BAND & GRAVEL CLAYVILLE D
07 MO  MINKER/STOUT/ROMAINE CREEK IMPERIAL

01 CT  YAWORSKI WASTE LAGOON CANTERBURY B

03 WV  LEPTOWN PESTICIDE LEETOWN D
02 W) EVOR PHILLIPS LEASING OLD BRIDGE TOWNSHIP ]
03 PA  WADE (ABM) <CHESTER E

03 PA  LACKAWANNA REFUSE OLD PORGE BOROUGH E

02 N3 MANNHEIM AVENUER DUMP GALLOWAY TOWNSHIP D
02 NY PULTON TERMINALS PULTON v

#1 V = VOLUNTARY OR NEGOTIATED RESPONSE;
E = PEDERAL AND STATE ENFORCEMENT;

® « STATES' DESIGNATED TOP PRIORITY SITES.

Re ?BDBRA—L AND STATE RESPONSE;
D = ACTIONS TO BE DETERMINED.

#: V = VOLUNTARY OR NEGOTIATED RESPONSE;

E = PEDERAL AND STATE ENFORCEMENT;
® = STATES' DESIGNATED TOP PRIORITY SITES.

R = PEDERAL AND STATE RESPONSE;
D @ ACTIONS TO BE DETERMINED.
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Grou

EPA p 8 RESPONSE
REG 8T BITE NHAME * CITY/COUNTY S8TATUS ¢
04 KY B.P. GOODRICH CALVERT CITY D
05 MI ORGANIC CHEMICALS, INC, GRANDVILLE E

02 PR JUNCOS LANDFILL JUNCOS [
04 PL MUNISPORT LANDFILL NORTH MIAMI D
02 W M&T DELISA LANDPILL ASBURY PARK D
10 OR GOULD, INC. PORTLAND B

05 M ADTO ION CHBMICALS, INC. KALAMAZ OO R

04 8C CAROLAWN, INC. FORT LAWN R B
05 MNI S8PARTA LANDFILL SPARTA TOWRSHIP B

0% 1L ACME SOLVENT/MNORRISTONN MORRISTOWN R

01 KB O 'CONWOR AUGUSTA

05 NI RASMUSSEN'S DUNP BRIGHTON R”

0) P WESTLINE WESTLINE

0SS mx IONIA CITY LARDFILL IONIA ' - R

05 1Im WEDZEB INC LEBANON 4
02 m GB WIRING DEBVICRS JUANA DIAZ D
05 o WEN LYME LANDPILL WEN LYME D
02 PR RCA DEL CARIBE BARCELORETA D
03 PA BRODHEAD CREEK STROUDSBURG R

05 M1 ANDERSON DEVELOPMENT CO. ADRIAN B

0% M1 SHIAWASSER RIVER HONELL R

03 DB BARVEY & EMOTT DROM, INC. XIRKWOOD R

04 TR GALLANAY PITS GALLAMAY B
05 ol BIG D CANPGROUND KINGSVILLE ]
o) DB WILDCAT LANDFILL DOVER D
03 PA BSLOSERSKI LARDPILL WEST CALN TONMBHIP

03 bpB DELANARE CITY PVWC PLANT DRLANARE CITY -]
03 WD LINESTONE ROAD CUMBERLAND

02 wY HOOKER - 102WD STRERT .WIAGARA FPALLS

03 bpe WEMW CASTLE BTBEL WEW CASBTLE COURTY D
o6 M UNITED NUCLEAR CORP. CRURCE ROCK D
06 AR INDUSTRIAL WASTE CONTROL Y. siITE D
09 CA CELTOR CHEMICAL WORKS BOOPA R

04 AL PERDIDO GROUND WATER CONTAM PERDIDO ]
02 =Y MARATHON BATTERY CORP. COLD SPRINGS D
03 PA LEHIGH BLECTRIC & ENG. CO. OLD PORGE BOROUGH R E
05 OH SKIRNER LANDPFILL WEST CRESTER D
04 NC CHEMTRONICS, INRC, SWANRANOA ]
07 MO SHERANDOAH STABLES MOSCOW MILLS E
06 . LA BAYOU BONFOUCA SLIDRLL D
03 WA SALTVILLE WASTE DISPOSAL PONDS SALTVILLE D
03 PA KIMBERTON KIMBERTON BOROUGH D
03 MD MIDDLETOWN ROAD DUMP ANNAPOLIS E

10 WA PESTICIDE LAB YAKIMA o]
05 IN LEMOR LANE LANDFILL BLOOMINGTON D
10 1D ARRCOM (DREXLER ENTERPRISES) RATHDRUM D
03 PA PISCHER & PORTER CO. WARMINSTER : E

09 CA JIBBOOM JUNKYARD SACRAMENTO D
02 N A. O. POLYMER SPARTA TOWNSHIP . R

02 NI DOVER MUNICIPAL WELL 4 DOVER ]

e~ ~3
El
BPA GmuP 7. RESPONSE
REG ST SITE NAME * CITY/COUNTY BTATUS #
01l NH AUBURN ROAD LANDFILL LORDONDERRY E
03 WV PIKE CHEMICAL, IRC. NITRO
05 OH  LASKIN/POPLAR OIL CO. JEFFERSON TOWNSHIP R E
05 OH OLD MILL ROCK CREEK R
07 K8 JOHNS® SLUDGE POND WICHITA v B
02 NWJ SWOPE OIL & CHEMICAL CO. PENNSAUKEN ’ D
01 ME  WINTHROP LANDFILL WIRTHROP R
06 AR CECIL LINDSEY WEWPORT D
05 OH SANESVILLE WELL PIBLD SANESVILLE D
05 NI GRAND TRAVERSE OVERALL SBUPPLY CO. GREILICKVILLE D
05 WE SOUTE ANDOVER SITE ANDOVER 'y
05 MI EKENITWOOD LAMDFILL EERTWOOD R
05 IN NARION (BRAGG) DUMP SARION N D
05 OB PRISTINE, I, READING B
03 OH BUCKRYE RECLAMATION 87. CLAIRSVILLE ]
. 06 TX BIO-BCOLOGY SYSTENS, INC. GRARD FRAIRIE R
01 VF OLD SPRINGPIELD LANDFILL SPRINGFIRLD
02 WY SOLVENT SAVERS LINRCKLAEN
03 VA O.8. TITANION PINRY RIVER B
05 1L GALESBURG/ROPPERS GALESBURG [}
02 WY BOOKER -~ HYDE PARK WIAGARA FALLS v ]
0% WI SCA INDEPEMDENWT LANDFILL MUSKEGOM REIGHTS | ]
09 CA MGM BRAKES CLOVERDALE |
05 NI DUELL & GARDNER LAMNDPILL DALTOM TOWNSHIP R
’ 02 N BLLIS PROPERTY BVESHAM TOWNBHIP ]
04 KY DISTLER FARM JEPFERSON COUNMTY R
10 WA BARBOR ISLAND LRAD SEATTLE ]
. 05 of B.A. SCEILLIRG LANDPILL BAMILTON TOWNSHIP D
05 NI CLIFF/DON DUMP - 8 D
06 WM BOMESTAKE MINING CO. WILAN v B
0S5 NI  MASON COUWTY LARDFILL PERE MARQUETTE TWP K
05 NI CEMETERY DINMP ROSE CENTER R
01 RI  STAMINA MILLS, INC. WORTH BMITHFIRLD R &
Ol NE PINETTE'S SALVAGE YARD . WASHBORN D
06 TX HARRIS (PARLEY 8T) AOLSTON v B
03 PA OLD CITY OF YORK LANDPILL BEVEN VALLEYS E
05 IL BYROR SALVAGE YARD BYRON R
03 PA  BTARLEY KESSLER KING OF PRUSSIA B
02 MJ. PRIEDMAN PROPERTY UPPER PREEROLD TWP R
. 02 WJ  IMPERIAL OIL/CHBAMPION CHEMICALS MORGANVILLE B
02 WJ WYERS PROPERTY PRANKLIN TOWNSAIP ]
02 BJ PEPR PIELD BOONTON []
05 MI  OSSINEXKE GROUND WATER CONTAM OSSINEKE R
03 WV  POLLARSBEE ” POLLANSBEE .}
05 MI  0.8. AVIEX HOWARD TOWNSHIP E
06 BM AT & 8P / CLOVIS CLOVIS [}
02 RY AMERICAN THERMOSTAT CO. SOUTR CAIRO | 5
04 TN LEWISBURG DUMP LEWISBURG D
05 MI  MCGRAN EDISON CORP. ALBION E
03 PA  METAL BANKS PHILADELPHIA E
#: V @ VOLURTARY OR WEGOTIATED RESPONSE; o R » PEDERAL AND STATE RESPONSE;

B = FEDERAL AND STATE ENFORCEMENT; -]

¢ o STATES' DESIGNATED TOP PRIORITY SITES.
|FR Doc. 83-24538 Filed 6-7-83; 8:45 am|
BILLING CODE 8580-50-C

« ACTIONS TO BE DETERMINED.

03 V = VOLONTARY OR NEGOTIATED RESPONSE; R = PEDERAL AND STATE RESPONSE;

. B « PEDERAL AND STATE ENPORCEMENT;
* = GTATES' DESIGNATED TOP PRIORITY SITES.

D =« ACTIORS TO BE DETERMINED.

EPA GrouP 9 RESPONSE
REG BT SITE HAME * CITY/COUNTY STATUS #
5 g
02 NJ ROCKAWAY TOMNSHIP WELLS ROCKAWAY [}
06 TX TRIANGLE CHEMICAL CO. BRIDGE CITY R E
62 NJ PJP LANDPILL JERSEY CITY D
03 PA  CRAIG PARM DROM PARKER D
03 PA VOORTMAN PARM UPPER BAUCON TWP D
05 IL BELVIDERE MUNICIPAL LANDFILL BELVIDERE D

-

‘s V @ VOLUNTARY OR NEGOTIATED RESPONSE;
B o FEDERAL AND STATE BUPORCEMENT;
® o STATES' DESIGHNATED TOP PRIORITY SITES.

T

R = PRDERAL AND STATS RESPOMSE)
D = ACTIONS 70 BE DETERMIMED.
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ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION
AGENCY

40 CFR Part 300
(S WER-FRL 2421-2)]

Amendment to National Oll and
Hazardous Substances Contingency
Plan; Nationa! Priorities List

AQENCY: Environmental Protection
Agency.
ACTION: Proposed rule.

SUMMARY: The Environmental Protection
Agency ("EPA") is proposing the first
update to the National Priorities List
{*NPL") which is promulgated today as -
Appendix B of the National Oil and
Hazardous Substances Contingency
Plan (“NCP"), pursuant to section 105 of
the Comprehensive Environmental
Response. Compensation, and Liability
Act of 1980 ("CERCLA") and Executive
Order 12316. CERCLA requires that the
NPL be revised at least annually, and
today’'s notice proposes the first such
revision.

DATES: Comments may be submitted on
or before November 7, 1983.

ADDRESSES: Comments may be mailed
to Russell H. Wyer, Director, Hazardous
Site Control Division, Office of
Emergency and Remedial Response
{(WH-548E), Environmental Protection
Agency, 401 M Street, SW.,
Washington, D.C. 20460. The public
docket for the update to the NCP will
contain Hazard Ranking System score
sheets for all sites on the proposed
update, as well as a “Documentation
Record" for each site describing the
information used to compute the scores.
The main docket is located in Room S—
-325 of Waterside Mall, 401 M Street,
S.W., Washington, D.C., and is available
for viewing from .00 a.m. to p.m.,
Monday through Friday, excluding
holidays. Requests for copies of these
documents should be directed to EPA
Headquarters, although the same
documents will be available for viewing
in the EPA Regional Offices. In addition,
the background data relied upon by the
Agency in calculating or evaluating HRS
scores are retained in the Regional
Offices. Any such data in EPA files may
be obtained upon request. An informal
written request, rather than a formal
request under the Freedom of
Information Act. should be the ordinary
procedure for requesting these data
.sources. Addresses for the Regional
Office dockets are:

[enifer Arns, Region 1, U.S. EPA Library,
John F. Kennedy Federal Bidg..
Boston, MA 02203, 617/223-5791

Audrey Thomas, Region II, U.S. EPA
Library. 10th Floor, New York, NY
10278, 212/264-2881

Diane McCreary, Region IIL, U.S. EPA
Library, Curtis Building, 6th & Walnut
Streets, Philadelphia, PA 19106, 215/
597-0580 .

Carolyn Mitchell, Region IV, U.S. EPA
Library, 345 Courtland Street NE., 404/
2574216 '

Lou Tilly, Region V, U.S. EPA Library,
230 South Dearborn Street, Chicago, IL
60604, 512/353-2022

Nita House, Region VI, U.S. EPA
Library, First International Building,
1201 Elm Street, Dallas, TX 75270,
214/767-7341

Connier McKenzie, Region VII, U.S. EPA
Library, Kansas City, MO 64106, 816/
374-3497 .

Delores Eddy, Region VIII, U.S. EPA
Library 1860 Lincoln Street, Denver,
CO 80295, 303/837-2560

Jean Circiello, Region IX, U.S. EPA
Library, 215 Fremont Street, San
Francisco, CA 94105, 415/874-8076

Julie Sears, Region X, U.S. EPA Library,

1200 6th Avenue, Seattle, WA 98101,
206/442-1289.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
L. Scott Parrish, Hazardous Site Control
Division, Office of Emergency and
Remedial Response (WH-548E),
Environmental Protection Agency, 401 M
Street, 5.W., Washington, D.C. 20460,
Phene (800) 424-9346 (or 382-3000 in the
Washington, D.C., metropolitan area).

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

Table of Contents

I. NPL Update Process and Schedule
1I. Contents of the Proposed Update
Ill. Additional Criteria for Listing

IV. Regulatory Impact Analysis

V. Regulatory Flexibility Act Analysis

L. NPL Update Process and Schedule

Pursuant to the Comprehensive
Environmental Response,
Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980
(CERCLA), 42 U.S.C. §§ 96801-9657, EPA
is required to establish, as part of the
National Contingency Plan {NCP) for
responding to releases of hazardous
substances, a National Priorities List

. {NPL) of sites of such releases. The NPL

serves as guidance to EPA in setting
priorities among sites for further
investigation and possible response
actions. After proposing over 400 sites
for inclusion on the NPL on December
30, 1982 (47 FR 58476), EPA has
established a final NPL, which is being
published in today's Federal Register
immediately preceding this update
proposal. The preamble to that final list
explains in more detail the purpose of
the NPL, the criteria used to develop the
list, and how it will be administered and

revised. The purpose of this notice is to
propose the addition of 133 new sites to
the NPL. :

CERCLA requires that the NPL be
revised at least once per year, and

" today's notice proposes the first such

revision. EPA believes, however, that it
may be desirable to update the list on a
more frequent basis. Thus, the Agency
may revise the NPL more often than is
specified in CERCLA. For each revision,
EPA will inform the States of the closing
dates for submission of candidate sites
to EPA. In addition to these periodic
updates, EPA believes it may be
desirable in rare instances to propose
separately the addition of individual
sites on the'NPL as the Agency did in
the case of the Times Beach, Missouri,
site.

As with the establishment of the
initial NPL, States have the primary
responsibility for selecting and scoring
sites that are condidates for inclusion on
the NPL using the Hazard Ranking
System (HRS) and submitting the
candidates to the EPA Regional Offices.
1 he regional Offices then conduct a
quality control review of the States’
candidate sites. After conducting this
review, the EPA Regional Offices submit
condidate sites to EPA Headquarters.
The Regions may include candidate
sites in addition to those submitted by
States. In reviewing these submissions,
EPA Headquarters conducts further
quality assurance audits to ensure
accuracy and consistency among the
various. EPA and State offices
participating in the scoring.

EPA anticipates that each update
publication will list sites in three
categories: the “Current List;" “Proposed
Additions;” and “Proposed Deletions”.
Sites on the “Current List" are those
which have previously been proposed
for listing, either in the initial NPL
process or in any subsequent update
proposal, and for which final scores
have been established based on public
comment and further investigation by
EPA. In today’s proposal, the “Current
List” consists of the final NPL published
immediately preceding this proposed
update notice. As explained more fully

" in the preamble to the final NPL

published today, once a site appears on
the final “Current List,” EPA does not
expect to recalcwate its HRS score.
Although EPA does not plan to consider
additional information on such sites for
purposes of rescroing, the Agency
always welcomes information on a site
that may be useful in determining more
precisely the nature of the release and
what response actions may be
appropriate. )
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“Proposed Additions” consist of sites
not currently on the NPL that the
Agency is proposing to add to the NPL.
The “Proposed Additions™ for this
update are those contained in the list
immediately following this preamble -
discussion. The Agency is requesting
public comment on whether it is
appropriate to add these sites to the
final NPL. and may recalculate site
scores based on comments received
during the comment period.

“Proposed Deletions’ will consist of
sites on the current NPL that EPA
proposes to delete because listing of the
site no longer is appropriate. EPA is not
today proposing to delete any sites from
the NPL. The Agency will consider
deleting sites on a case by case basis,
according to internal EPA guidance
currently being developed. Deletions
may be based on such circumstances as

- the fact that the site has been cleaned

up by EPA or the responsible party, or a
determination that no fund-financed
cleanup is appropriate. EPA does not
anticipate, however, that deletions will
be based on recalculations of a site's
HRS score. The criteria for deletion
under consideration by EPA are
discussed more fully in the preamble to
the final NPL.

11. Contents of the Proposed Update

Each entry on the final NPL, as well as
proposed additions and deletions,
contains the name of the facility, the
State-and city or county in which it is

" located, and the corresponding EPA

Region. Each site EPA is proposing to
add is placed by score in a group
corresponding to the groups of 50 sites
presented on the final NPL. Thus, the
sites in group 1 of the proposed update
have scores that fall within the range of
scores covered by the first 50 sites on
the final NPL. Each entry on the
proposed update, as well as those on the
final NPL, is accompanied by one or
more notations on the status of response
and enforcement activities at the site at
the time the list was prepared or
updated. These status categories are
described briefly below.

Voluntary or Negotiated Response
(V). Sites are included in this category if
private parties are taking response
actions pursuant to a consent order or
agreement to which EPA is a party.
Voluntary or negotiated cleanup may
include actigns taken pursuant to
agreements reached after enforcement
action had commenced. This category of
response may include remedial
investigations, feasibility studies, and
other preliminary work, as well as
actual cleanup.

Even though response actions qualify
for notation in this category only if

sanctioned by a formal agreement, this
is not intended to preclude responsible

_ parties from taking voluntary response

actions outside of such an agreement.
However, in order for the site to be
deleted, or to be noted in the Voluntary
or Negotiated Response category, EPA
must still sanction the complete cleanup.
If the remedial action is not fully
implemented or is not consistent with
the NCP, the responsible party may be
subject to an enforcement action.
Therefore, most responsible parties may
find it in their best interest to negotiate
a congent agreement.

Federal and State Response (R). The
Federal and State Response category
includes sites at which EPA or State
agencies have commenced or completed
removal or remedial actions under
CERCLA, including remedial
investigations and feasibility studies
(see NCP section 300.88(f)(i)). For
purposes of this categorization, EPA
considers the response action to have

- begun when LPA has obligated funds.

For some of the sites in this category,
remedial investigations and feasibility
studies may be followed by EPA
enforcement-actions, at which time the
site status will change to “Federal or
State Enforcement.” :

Federal or State Enforcement (E). This
category includes sites where the United
States or the State has filed a civil
complaint or issued an administrative
order. It also includes sites at whicl}a
Federal or State court has mandated -
some form of no-consensual response
action following a judicial proceeding. It
may not, however, include all sites at
which preliminary enforcement
activities are underway. A number of
sites that EPA is proposing to add to the
NPL are the subject of enforcement
investigation or have been formally
referred to the Department of Justice for
enforcement action. EPA's policy is not
to release information concerning a
possible enforcement action until a
lawsuit has been filed. Accordingly,
these sites have not been included in the
enforcement category.

Actions to be Determined (D). This
category includes all sites not listed in
any other category. A wide range of
activities may be in progress for sites in
this category. The Agency may be
considering a response action, or may
‘e conducting an enforcement
investigation. EPA may have referred a
case involving a site to the Department
of Justice, but no lawsuit has yet been
filed. Investigations may be underway
or needed to determine the source of a
release in areas adjacent to or near a
Federal facility. Responsible parties
may be undertaking cleanup operations
that are unknown to the Federal or State

government, or corrective action may
not be occurring yet.

EPA requests public comment on each
of the sites it is proposing to add to the
NPL, and will accept such comments for
60 days following the date of this notice.
A “Documentation Record” and HRS
scoring sheets for all proposed sites are "
avalilable for inspection and copying in
the NPL docket located in Washington,
D.C. These documents are also available
in the EPA Regional Offices, as are
background data referred to in the
Documentation Records and relied on
for scoring. In some instances, where
States calculated site scores and EPA
review and quality control checking did
not require direct inspection of
background data, these data may be
available only from the State that
conducted the original scoring. After
considering the relevant comments

- received during the comment period and

determining the fina)] score for each
proposed site, the Agency will add to

"the current NPL at the time of the next

update all sites that meet EPA's criteria
for listing.
1. Additional Criteria for Listing

The preamble to the proposed NPL (47

FR 58476, December 30, 1882) stated that
the more than 400 sites on the proposed

- list were inciluded based primarily on

total scores (“‘migration” or “Sy" scores)
calculated according to the HRS. For the
proposed NPL, all sites (with the :
exception of some sites designated by
States as “top priority” sites) scored
28.50 or higher according to the HRS.
" EPA has found that the HRS scoring
factors provide a good estimate of the.
relative hazards at sites for purpoese of -
establishing a list of national priorities
for further investigation and possible
remedial action. As explained in the
preamble to the proposed NPL (47 FR
58479, December 30, 1982) and the
preamble to the NCP which discusses
the HRS {47 FR 31187-88, July 16, 1982),
the HRS total score used for the NPLis
designed to take into account a standard
set of factors related to risks from :
migration of substances through ground
water, surface water, and the air.
Although the HRS also does provide an
approximation of risk from direct
contact with substances and from the
possibility of fire and explosion, these
pathway scores are not considered in
computing the HRS “total score” of a
site for purposes of listing. Rather,
scores from.the direct contact and fire
and explosion pathways are used as
guidance-in determining the need for
immediate removal action at a site.

EPA has found, however, that in

- certain instances EPA’s authority to
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conduct an immediate removal action
may not be sufficient to address
completely the direct contact risks at a
site, and that remedial action may
therefore be warranted. For example,
where relocation of residents is the
appropriate remedy, the Agency's
removal authority extends only to
evacuation of threatened residents,
whereas its remedial authority may
include permanent relocation of those
residents. Although EPA can take
removal actions, including temporary
relocation of residents, irrespective of
whether a site appears on the NPL, the
NCP (40 CFR 300.88(a)) provides that
remedial actins may be taken only at
sites on the NPL,

Since the “direct contact” scores are
not included in calculating the HRS total
score for purposes of listing sites on the
NPL. some of the sites involving direct
contact to residents where remedial
action, rather than immediate removal
action, appears necessary to address the
problem completely may not receive a
sufficiently high HRS total score to be
listed on the NPL. This situation has led
EPA to believe that in limited
circumstances it may be appropriate to
consider other criteria than simply a
sufficiently high HRS total score for
purposes of listing sites on the NPL to
make them eligible for remedial action.

Quail Run Mobile Manor, Gray
Summit, Missouri, is an example of a
site that presents a significant risk to the
public that may warrant remedial
action, although its HRS total score is
too low for the site to be included on the
NPL. During the winter of 1982-1983, the
EPA conducted environmental sampling
at Quail Run as part of its investigation
of a number of sites in the State of
Missouri that were potentially
contaminated with dioxin. The
investigation of the Quail Run site
revealed widespread dioxin
contamination of yards, roadsides, and
garden areas, as well as high ,
concentrations under the road pavement
and preserice in at least one residence.

In the case of Quail Run, EPA believes
that a number of factors suggest that it
may be appropriate to consider
including the site on the NPL even
though its HRS total score is less than
28.50. First, based on EPA's sampling,
the Centers for Disease Control {CDC)
on May 11, 1983 issued a public health
advisory for the trailer park. This
advisory was based on the risk to
residents posed by direct contact with
the contaminated areas. Second the
Federal Emergency Management
Agency determined that temporary
relocation of the residents was
necessary to protect public health,

based on the CDC avisory and its
determination that the possible human
exposure would continue unless the
residents left their homes. Finally, EPA's
current assessment is that some type of
remedial action—as opposed to an
immediate removal action—may be the
most health-protective and cost-
effective response.

Therefore, EPA is proposing to add
the Quail Run site to the NPL. Including
the Quail Run site on the NPL will
permit EPA to consider the broadest
possible range of response actions,
including remedial actions, that will
protect the public health and
environment and provide the most cost-
effective response.

EPA recognizes, however, that the
sole criterion in the NCP for listing sites
on the NPL is a sufficiently high HRS
total score (or designation by a State as
its top priority site). Before EPA includes
the Quail Run site on the NPL, therefore,
the Agency intends to amend the NCP to
authorize consideration of limited
criteria other than the HRS total score
for purposes of including sites on the
NPL. These alternative criteria would
take into account circumstances such as
those existing at the Quail Run site.

In preparing a proposed amendment
to the NCP, EPA will consider the
advisability of relying in part on health
assessments or advisories such as those
issued by the newly formed Agency for
Toxic Substances and Disease Registry
(ATSDR) or special information from the
Federal Emergency Management
Agency. Such information could serve as
the technical basis for an EPA advisory
committee review and subsequent
administrative decision on the relative
risk of the site. A related approach, for
situations where persons at different ..
locations are affected by the risks of
direct contact from common substances
{such as dioxin), might be to group such _
sites by geography or political
subdivision on the NPL. For example,
EPA might develop some process
whereby many of the locations in
Missouri involving direct contact risks
from dioxin could be grouped into a
single listing on the NPL if a suitable
health assessment or advisory had been
issued by an agency such as ATSDR
with respect to those locations. Of
course, this approach could also apply
to similar dioxin risks in other States or
territories.

EPA anticipates, however, that any
alternative criteria it may develop will
apply only to a limited number and type
of sites. With rare exception, the HRS
has proven to be an effective tool for
approximating the risk posed by sites,
and will remain the principal criterion

for listing. EPA invites comments on the
general issue of considering alternative
criteria for listing on the NPL and on
approaches such as those discussed
above, as well as on the inclusion of the
Quail Run site.

IV. Regulatory Impact Analysis

The EPA has conducted a preliminary
analysis of the economic implications of
today's amendment to the NCP. The .
EPA belives that the direction of the - - '
economic effects of this revision is :
generally similar to those effects
identified in the regulatory impact
analysis (RIA) prepared in 1982 for the
revisions to the NCP pursuant to section
105 of CERCLA.! Nevertheless, the
Agency intends to go beyond this earlier
characterization of possible effects with
a more extensive analysis of the
combined economic impact of this i
update proposal and other amendments :
to the NCP that EPA may propose in the
near future. The analysis will
accompany publication of future major
amendments to the NCP. A more
comprehensive examination, together
with more than 2 years of experience
with the Superfund program, will allow
better estimates of the economic impact
of this and other proposed amendments.
In the meantime, the Agency belives the
anticipated economic effects of adding
133 sites to the NPL can be
characterized in terms of the
conclusions of the earlier regulatory -
impact analysis.

Costs

The costs associated with revising the
NCP that were estimated in the 1882 RIA
included costs to States of meeting cost-
share requirements; costs to industries .
and individual firms of financing
remedies at NPL sites as & result either
of enforcement or cost recovery action
or of voluntary response; and '
macroeconomic costs resulting from
effects on industries and State
governments. Each of these types of
costs is discussed below.

Costs to States associated with
today’s amendment arige from the
statutory State cost-share requirement
of 10 percent of remedial action costs at
privately-owned sites. Using the
assumptions developed in the 1982 RIA,
we can assume that 80 percent of the 133
sites proposed for listing in this
amendment will involve a 10 percent
State cost share, and 10 percent will

' TCF incorporated, Regulatory Impact Analysis of

the Revisions to the National Oil and Hazardous

Substances Contingency Plan, February 18, 1882.

The analysis is available for inspection at the U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency. 461 M Street. S.

W.. Washington, D.C. 20460. T
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involve a 50 percent cost share at
publicly-owned sites. Estimating the
average costs of a remedial action at
$6.5 million. the cost to all States of
undertaking Federal remedial actions at
all 133 sites would be $121 million.

Cost to industry could result from
required financing of remedies at sites
on the NPL under enforcement or cost
recovery action. Firms could also be
induced to respond to sites for which
they are responsible as a prudent
business action to avoid possible
enforcement actions and to prevent
adverse publicity if they are linked to
hazardous waste sites that are now
national priority targets. Precise
estimates must await the full analysis to
be conducted: however, the range of
costs would extend from zero (if none of
the 133 sites is addressed) to a
maximum of $865 million (if the 133 sites
are privately-owned and each remedial
action costs an average of $6.5 million).
The EPA cannot identify at this time
which firms may be threatened with
specific portions of response costs. The
act of adding a hazardous waste site to
the NPL does not itself cause firms
responsible for that site to bear these
costs. Instead, listing acts only as a
potential trigger for subsequent
enforcement, cost recovery, or voluntary
remedial efforts. Moreover, it remains at
EPA's discretion whether or not to
proceed with enforcement actions
against firms which may be adversely
affected by such actions.

Economy-wide effects of this
amendment are aggregations of effects
on firms and State and local
governments. Although effects could be
felt by some individual firms and States,
the total impact of this revision on
output, prices, and employment is

expected to be negligible at the national

level, as was the case in the 1982 RIA.
Benefits

Associated with the costs are
significant potential benefits and cost
offsets. The distributional costs to firms
of financing NPL remedies have
corresponding “benefits” in that each
dollar expended for a response puts
someone to work directly or indirectly
(through purchased materials).

The real benefits associated with
today's amendment come in the form-of
increased health and environmental
protection as a result of additional
response actions at hazardous waste
sites. In addition to the potential for
more Federally-financed remedial
actions, expansion of the NPL could
accelerate privately-financed, voluntary
cleanup efforts to avoid potential
adverse publicity, torts, and/or
enforcement action. Listing sites as
national priority targets may also give
States increased support for funding
responses at particular sites. °

As a result of the additional NPL
remedies, there will be lower human
exposure to high-risk chemicals, and
higher quality surface water, ground
water, soil, and air. The magnitude of
these benefits is expected to be
significant, although difficult to
estimate. As an example of a rough
calculation, the 1982 RIA estimated that
the population potentially at risk from
contamination of ground water, soil, and
air would be reduced by approximately
1.8 million, 600,000, and 97,000
respectively, if remdial actions were
taken at 170 NPL sites. Assuming an
average estimate per NPL site of 10,000
people at risk of exposure to ™
contaminated ground water, response
actions at the 133 sites to be listed by

this revision could result in a reduced
risk of exposure to ground water
contamination for up to 1.3 million
people.
V. Regulatory Flexibility Act Analysis
As required by the Regulatory
Flexibility Act of 1980, the Agency has
reviewed the impact of this revision to
the NCP on small entities. The EPA
certifies that the revision will not have a
significant impact on a substantial
number of small entities. :
While modifications to the NPL are
considered revisions to the NCP, they
are not typical regulation changes since
the change does not automatically
impose across-the-board costs. As a
consequence, it is hard to predict
effects. The Agency does expect that
certain industries and firms within .
industries that have caused a

proportionally high percentage of waste -

site problems will possibly be
significantly affected by CERCLA
actions. Being included on the NPL will
increase the likelihood that these effects
will occur. The costs, when imposed to
these affected firms and industries, are
justified because of the public health
and environmental problems they have
caused. Adverse eftects are not
expected to affect a substantial number
of small businesses, as a class.

List of Subjects in 40 CFR Part 300

. Air pollution control, Chemicals; =~ . -

Hazardous materials, Intergovernmental
relations, Natural resources, Oil  ~
pollution, Reporting and recordkeeping
requirements, Superfund, Waste -
treatment and disposal, Water pollution
control, Water supply.

PART 300—{AMENDED] ,
It is proposed to amend Appendix'B of

" 40 CFR Part 300 by adding the fqllowing
"gites to the National Priorities List:

SILLING CODE 8560-50-M .
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Appendix B—National Priorities List

Group 1
EPA ’ RESPONSE
REG ST SITE NAME * CITY/COUNTY STATUS #
03 ©PA TYSONS DUMP UPPER MERION TWP R
08 MT EAST HELENA SMELTER i EAST HELENA D
06 TX GENEVA INDUSTRIES (FUHRMANN) HOUSTON R E
02 NJ VINELAND CHEMICAL CO. VINELAND v E
02 NJ FLORENCE LAND RECONTOURING LF FLORENCE TOWNSHIP V' E
02 NJ SHIELDALLOY CORP. NEWFIELD BOROUGH ) E
05 WI OMEGA HILLS NORTH LANDFILL GERMANTOWN v E
05 O©OH UNITED SCRAP LEAD CO.,INC. . TROY D
#: V = VOLUNTARY OR NEGOTIATED RESPONSE; R = FEDERAL AND STATE RESPONSE;

E = FEDERAL AND STATE ENFORCEMENT; D = ACTIONS TO BE DETERMINED.

* = STATES' DESIGNATED TOP PRIORITY SITES; : _
NOTE: GROUP REFERS TO THE NPL GROUP WITH SIMILAR HRS SCORES;

Group 2
EPA : RESPONSE
REG ST SITE NAME * CITY/COUNTY STATUS #
05 WI JANESVILLE OLD LANDFILL JANESVILLE D
04 sSC INDEPENDENT NAIL CO. ' BEAUFORT - D
04 SC KALAMA SPECIALTY CHEMICALS BEAUFORT E
05 WI JANESVILLE ASH BEDS JANESVILLE D
05 OH MIAMI COUNTY INCINERATOR TROY D
05 WwWI WHEELER PIT LA PRAIRIE TOWNSHIP D
02 NY HUDSON RIVER PCBS : HUDSON RIVER D
01 CT OLD SOUTHINGTON LANDPILL SOUTHINGTON \'4 E
04 MsS FLOWOOD *. FLOWOOD : D

#: V = VOLUNTARY OR NEGOTIATED RESPONSE; R = FEDERAL AND STATE RESPONSE;
E = FEDERAL AND STATE ENFORCEMENT; ‘D = ACTIONS TO BE DETERMINED.

* = STATES' DESIGNATED TOP PRIORITY SITES;

NOTE: GROUP REFERS TO THE NPL GROUP WITH SIMILAR HRS SCORES'




-

Federal Register / Vol. 48, No. 175 / Thursday, September 8, 1983 / Proposed Rules . 40879

Group 3
EPA RESPONSE
REG ST SITE NAME * CITY/COUNTY STATUS §
10 1ID UNION PACIFIC RAILROAD CO. POCATELLO E
04 AL CIBA~GEIGY CORP. (MCINTOSH PLANT) MCINTOSH D
05 MN ST. REGIS PAPER CO, CASS LAKE v } :
04 GA HERCULES 009 LANDFILL BRUNSWICK D
05 MN MACGILLIS & GIBBS/BELL & POLE NEW BRIGHTON D
05 WI MUSKEGO SANITARY LANDFILL MUSKEGO D.
02 NJ VENTRON/VELSICOL WOODRIDGE BOROUGH E
04 "~ sC KOPPERS CO.,INC,. (FLORENCE PLANT) FLORENCE : B
02 NJ NASCOLITE CORP. MILLVILLE ) 3
05 MN BOISE CASCADE/ONAN/MEDTRONICS FRIDLEY D
02 NJ DELILAH ROAD EGG HARBOR TOWNSHIP B '
03 pPA MILL CREEK DUMP ERIE R
05 WI SCHMALZ DUMP HARRISON ' D
08 cCo LOWRY LANDFILL ARAPAHOE COUNTY E \
#: V = VOLUNTARY OR NEGOTIATED RESPONSE; : R = PEDERAL AND STATE RESPONSE;

E = FEDERAL AND STATE ENFORCEMENT; D = ACTIONS TO BE DETERMINED.

* = STATES' DESIGNATED TOP PRIORITY SITES;
NOTE: GROUP REFERS TO THE NPL GROUP WITH SIMILAR HRS’ SCORES;

Group 4 .
EPA o : RESPONSE
REG ST SITE NAME * CITY/COUNTY STATUS #
04 sC WAMCHEM, INC. BURTON -D
02 NJ CHEMICAL LEAMAN TANK LINERS, INC. BRIDGEPORT ‘B-
05 WI - MASTER DISPOSAL SERVICE LANDFILL BROOKFIELD E
02 NJ W. R. GRACE CO. (WAYNE PLANT) WAYNE TOWNSHIP . ‘D
04 SC LEONARD CHEMICAL CO.,INC. ROCK HILL ' v o
04 AL STAUFFER CHEM. (COLD CREEK PLANT) BUCKS . P D
04 GA OLIN CORP. (AREAS 1,2 & 4) AUGUSTA \'4
05 OH SOUTH POINT PLANT - SOUTH POINT D
03 PA DORNEY ROAD LANDFILL UPPER MACUNGIE TWP . D
05 1IN NORTHSIDE SANITARY LANDFILL ZIONSVILLE - E .
09 cCa ATLAS ASBESTOS MINE FRESNO COUNTY E
09 CA COALINGA ASBESTOS MINE COALINGA o D
02 NJ EWAN PROPERTY SHAMONG TOWNSHIP . D
10 1D PACIFIC HIDE & FUR RECYCLING co. POCATELLO - R E :
05 MN JOSLYN MFG. & SUPPLY CO. : BROOKLYN CENTER D
05 MN ARROWHEAD REFINERY CO. HERMANTOWN D
05 WwI MOSS-AMERICAN(KERR~MCGEE OIL CO.) MILWAUKEE D

#: V = VOLUNTARY OR NEGOTIATED RESPONSE;

E =

FEDERAL AND STATE ENFORCEMENT;

* = STATES' DESIGNATED TOP PRIORITY SITES;
NOTE: GROUP REFERS TO THE NPL GROUP WITH SIMILAR HRS SCORES;

R = FEDERAL AND STATE RESPONSE;
D = ACTIONS TO BE DETERMINED.
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Group 5 '

EPA ’ RESPONSE
REG ST SITE NAME * CITY/COUNTY STATUS #
01 MA IRON HORSE PARK - BILLERICA D
05 WI - KOHLER CO. LANDFILL SHEBOYGAN D
05 1IN REILLY TAR & CHEMICAL CORP. INDIANAPOLIS D
05 WI LAUER I SANITARY LANDFILL MENOMONEE FALLS E
05 MN UNION SCRAP MINNEAPOLIS D
02 NJ RADIATION TECHNOLOGY, INC. ROCKAWAY TOWNSHIP )4
05 WI ONALASKA MUNICIPAL LANDFILL ONALASKA : D
05 MN NUTTING TRUCK & CASTER CO. FARIBAULT D
02 PR VEGA ALTA PUBLIC SUPPLY WELLS VEGA ALTA D
05 MI STURGIS MUNICIPAL WELLS STURGIS . D
05 MN WASHINGTON COUNTY LANDFILL LAKE ELMO R
09 CA SAN GABRIEL AREA 1 EL MONTE D
09 cCA SAN GABRIEL AREA 2 BALDWIN PARK AREA D
06 TX PIG ROAD NEW WAVERLY D
02 PR UPJOHN FACILITY BARCELONETA Y
03 PA HENDERSON ROAD UPPER MERION TWP : . D
06 LA PETRO-~PROCESSORS : SCOTLANDVILLE E
03 PA INDUSTRIAL LANE LANDFILL WILLIAMS TOWNSHIP D
03 PA EAST MOUNT ZION ' SPRINGETTSBURY TWP D
02 NY GENERAL MOTORS~CENT. FOUNDRY DIV. MASSENA -D
03 DE OLD BRINE SLUDGE LANDFILL DELAWARE CITY D.
05 MN WHITTAKER CORP, MINNEAPOLIS D

$: V = VOLUNTARY OR NEGOTIATED RESPONSE; R = FEDERAL AND STATE RESPONSE;

E = FEDERAL AND STATE ENFORCEMENT;

* = STATES' DESIGNATED TOP PRIORITY SITES;

NOTE: GROUP REFERS TO THE NPL GROUP WITH SIMILAR HRS SCORES;

D = ACTIONS TO BE DETERMINED.

Group 6

EPA B . RESPONSE
REG ST SITE NAME * CITY/COUNTY STATUS #
01 CT KELLOGG-DEERING WELL FIELD . NORWALK v E
04 AL OLIN CORP. (MCINTOSH PLANT) MCINTOSH v
04 FL TRI~CITY OIL CONSERVATIONIST,INC. TEMPLE TERRACE D
05 WI  NORTHERN ENGRAVING CO. SPARTA D
01 NH KEARSAGE METALLURGICAL CORP. CONWAY v E
04 SC . PALMETTO WOOD PRESERVING DIXIANNA E
05 MN MORRIS ARSENIC DUMP MORRIS D
05 MN PERHAM ARSENIC , PERHAM D
01 NH SAVAGE MUNICIPAL WATER SUPPLY MILFORD D
05 IN  POER FARM . HANCOCK COUNTY R

- 06 TX UNITED CREOSOTING CO. . - CONROE D
05 WI CITY DISPOSAL CORP. LANDFILL DUNN - D
02 NJ  TABERNACLE DRUM DUMP TABERNACLE TWP D
02 NJ COOPER ROAD VOORHEES TOWNSHIP D
04 FL CABOT-KOPPERS GAINESVILLE D -
#: V = VOLUNTARY OR NEGOTIATED RESPONSE; R = FEDERAL AND STATE RESPONSE;

E = FEDERAL AND STATE ENFORCEMENT; - D = ACTIONS TO BE DETERMINED.

* = STATES' DESIGNATED TOP PRIORITY SITES;
_NOTE: GROUP REFERS TO THE NPL GROUP WITH SIMILAR HRS SCORES;
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UPPER DEERFIELD TOWNSHIP SLF

40681
Group 7 .

EPA . ‘ - RESPONSE
REG ST SITE NAME * CITY/COUNTY STATUS #
05 MN GENERAL MILLS/HENKEL CORP. MINNEAPOLIS R

09 Ca DEL NORTE PESTICIDE STORAGE CRESCENT CITY D
02 NJ DE REWAL CHEMICAL CO. KINGWOOD TOWNSHIP D
04 Ga MONSANTO CORP. (AUGUSTA PLANT) N AUGUSTA D
01 NH SOUTH MUNICIPAL WATER SUPPLY WELL PETERSBOROUGH D
05 Wl EAU CLAIRE MUNCIPAL WELL FIELD EAU CLAIRE CITY D
04 GA POWERSVILLE . PEACH COUNTY. D
05 MI METAMORA 'LANDFILL METAMORA D
02 NJ DIAMOND ALKALI CO. X NEWARK R

02 PR FIBERS PUBLIC SUPPLY WELLS JOBOS D
05 WI MID-STATE DISPOSAL, INC.,LANDFILL CLEVELAND TOWNSHIP E -
08 CO BRODERICK WOOD PRODUCTS DENVER D
.02 NJ WOODLAND ROUTE 532 DUMP WOODLAND TOWNSHIP ’ D
05 1IN AMERICAN CHEMICAL SERVICE GRIFFITH D
05 WI LEMBERGER TRANSPORT & RECYCLING FRANKLIN TOWNSHIP E

10 WA QUEEN CITY FARMS MAPLE VALLEY D
05 WI SCRAP PROCESSING CO,, INC. MEDFORD . D
02 NJ HOPKINS FARM PLUMSTEAD TOWNSHIP D
02 NJ WILSON FARM PLUMSTEAD TOWNSHIP R

06 OK COMPASS INDUSTRIES TULSA . R -

09 Ca KOPPERS CO.,INC. (OROVILLE PLANT) OROVILLE E
03 PA WALSH LANDFILL . HONEYBROOK TWP D
02 NJ UPPER DEERFIELD TWP E

#: V = VOLUNTARY OR NEGOTIATED RESPONSE;

E = FEDERAL AND STATE ENFORCEMENT;

* = STATES' DESIGNATED TOP PRIORITY SITES;
NOTE: GROUP REFERS TO THE NPL GROUP WITH SIMILAR HRS SCORES;

R = FEDERAL AND STATE RESPONSE;
D = ACTIONS TO BE DETERMINED.
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Group 8

EPA . RESPONSE
REG ST SITE NAME * CITY/COUNTY STATUS #
01 MA SULLIVAN'S LEDGE NEW BEDFORD D
05 1IN BENNETT STONE QUARRY BLOOMINGTON R
04 AL STAUFFER CHEM. (LE MOYNE PLANT) AXIS D
04 sC GEIGER (C&M OIL) RANTOULES D
05 WI WASTE RESEARCH & RECLAMATION CO. EAU CLAIRE \' E
04 FL PEPPER STEEL & ALLOYS, INC. MEDLEY V R E
05 MN ST. LOUIS RIVER ST. LOUIS COUNTY - D
03 PA BERKS SAND PIT LONGSWAMP TOWNSHIP - D
04 FL HIPPS ROAD LANDFILL DUVAL COUNTY i R
05 WI OCONOMOWOC ELECTROPLATING CO. ASHIPPIN E
08 CO LINCOLN PARK CANON CITY D
02 NJ WOODLAND ROUTE 72 DUMP WOODLAND TOWNSHIP D
10 OR UNITED CHROME PRODUCTS, INC. CORVALLIS D
02 NJ LANDFILL & DEVELOPMENT CO. MOUNT HOLLY v E
03 PA TAYLOR BOROUGH DUMP TAYLOR BOROUGH D
05 OH POWELL ROAD LANDFILL DAYTON D
05 MI BURROWS SANITATION HARTFORD R
10 WA ROSCH PROPERTY ROY D
$#: V = VOLUNTARY OR NEGOTIATED RESPONSE; FEDERAL AND STATE RESPONSE;

E = FEDERAL AND STATE ENFORCEMENT;

* =

STATES' DESIGNATED TOP PRIORITY SITES;

= ACTIONS TO BE DETERMINED.

NOTE: GROUP REFERS TO THE NPL GROUP WITH SIMILAR HRS SCORES;
Group 9

EPA RESPONSE
REG ST SITE NAME * CITY/COUNTY STATUS #
05 WI DELAVAN MUNICIPAL WELL #4 DELAVAN D,
09 CA  SAN GABRIEL AREA 3 ALHAMBRA D
09 CaA SAN GABRIEL AREA 4 LA PUENTE D
10 - WA AMERICAN LAKE GARDENS TACOMA o R
10 WA GREENACRES LANDFILL SPOKANE COUNTY D
06 OK SAND SPRINGS PETROCHEMICAL SAND SPRINGS R
07 MO QUAIL RUN_MOBILE MANOR GRAY SUMMIT R
$: Vv = VOLUNTARY OR NEGOTIATED RESPONSE; R = FEDERAL AND STATE RESPONSE;

E = FEDERAL AND STATE ENFORCEMENT;

* = STATES' DESIGNATED TOP PRIORITY SITES;

D = ACTIONS TO BE DETERMINED.

NOTE: GROUP REFERS TO THE NPL GROUP WITH SIMILAR HRS SCORES;

{FR Doc. 83-24539 Filed 9-7-83: 8:45 am)
BILLING CODE €560-50-C






